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PREFACE. 

This  Annual  Digest  of  the  Public  Utilities  Eeports  Anno- 
tated for  the  year  1916  follows  the  style  and  classification 
of  the  Digest  for  1915,  so  that  it  is  very  easy  to  follow  the 
search  for  any  question  from  one  volume  into  the  other.  A 
Table  of  Appeals,  Eehearings,  and  Modifications  is  included 
in  the  present  volume  at  page  555,  presenting  a  list  of  the 
decisions  that  have  been  appealed  or  brought  up  on  rehearing 
or  modified  after  they  were  published. 

As  in  the  Digest  for  1915,  a  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  be- 
ginning on  page  571,  shows  the  exact  place  or  places  where 
each  case  is  to  be  found'  in  the  Digest,  and  there  is  also  an 
additional  table  of  the  minor  cases  not  reported  in  full,  but 
abstracted  in  the  Public  Utilities  Reports  during  the  year. 
This  table  begins  on  page  605. 
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6  ABOLISHMENT— ACCOUNTING. 

ABOUSHMENT. 

Of  grade  crossings,  pee  Obobbuxqq,  16-19. 

ABSORPTION. 

Power  of  Michigan  Commission  to  regulate  absorption  of  railroad 
switching  charges,  see  Rates,  15. 

ABUTMENT. 

Valuation  of  railroad  abutment  to  water  company's  dam  in  water 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  296. 

ABUTTING  OWNSBS. 

Power  of  Indiana  Commission  to  award  damages  to  adjoining  prop- 
erty owners  from  proposed  street  railway  extension,  see  Dam- 
ages, 4. 

Consideration  of  contract  to  give  service  in  exchange  for  right  of 
way  in  passing  upon  the  substitution  of  motor  bus  service  for 
street  car  service,  see  Sebviob,  25. 

Depreciation  of  property  values  as  ajffecting  order  for  removal  of 
street  railway  track,  see  Sebvicb,  222. 

Discontinuance  of  winter  street  railway  service  along  sparsely  set- 
tled line  not  dependent  upon  property  values,  see  Sebvicr,  228. 

1.  An  abutting  landowner  cannot  enjoin  the  construction  of  a  street 
railway  track,  or  the  moving  of  freight  cars  thereon,  where  the  railroad 
has  already  been  built  under  adequate  mimicipal  authority,  and  where 
there  is  no  all^ation  that  irreparable  damage  or  serious  injury  results 
from  the  operation  of  a  few  freight  cars.  Turner  v.  North  Carolina  Pub. 
Service  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  798  (S.  C.  —  N.  C.  — ,  86  S.  B.  1033). 

ACCE8SOBIE8. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Sebvige,  118-142. 

ACCIDENTS. 

Allowance  as  protection  against  extraordinary  accidents,  see  Re- 
TUBN,  107-109. 

Abstract  of  cases  on  rules  relative  to  reports  of,  Apfenaix,  P.U.R 
1916F,  p.  903. 

ACCOUNTING. 

Deduction  of  cost  of  replacements  from  maintenanoe  in  statement  of 
operating  expenses,  see  Ketubn,  56. 

Price  paid  for  farms,  charged  to  "right  of  way  and  station  grounds'* 
but  not  credited  to  that  account  when  sold,  to  be  deducted  in 
fixing  book  cost,  see  Valuation,  83. 

Cost  of  newly  installed  equipment  charged  to  construction  or  de- 
preciation reserve,  see  Valuation",  227. 

Abstract  of  cases  on.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  904. 

1.  A  fire  loss  should  be  accounted  for  under  the  title,  '^ntingen- 
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ACCOUNTS— ACTION.  7 

cies  Extraordinaiy/'  and  an  appraisal  etpense  under  "Public  Service 
Expense/'  under  the  Indiana  uniform  classification  of  accounts  for  elec- 
tric utilities.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  445. 

2.  The  difference  between  the  coet  of  r^roduction  new  and  the 
accrued  depreciation  of  discarded  eqtdpm^it  of  an  electric  utility  should 
be  charged  to  a  ^Troperty  Abandoned"  account,  with  a  corresponding 
credit  to  proper  construction  and  equipment  accounts,  crediting  to  the 
**Property  Abandoned"  account  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  of  the 
property,  and  the  annual  allowance  to  amortize  the  remaining  yalue. 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

ACCOUNTS. 

Allowance  for  uncollectable  accounts,  as  an  operating  expense,  see 

Retubn,  110-113. 
Consideration  of  plant  and  equipment  account  in  street  railway 

valuation,  see  Valuatidw,  29. 
See  also  Accounting;  Depbbciaticn. 

ACCOUim  PATABIiB. 

Considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  343, 
345,  365,  375. 

ACCOUNTS  BECEITABIiE. 

Considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  343, 
345,  350,  365. 

ACCRUED  DEPRECIATION. 

See  generally  Depreciation. 

Consideration  of  accrued  depreciation,  in  ascertaining  reproduction 

cost,  see  Valuation,  98-113. 
Consideration  that  plant  furnishes  same  service  aa  if  it  were  new, 

see  Valuation,  108-113. 

ACCRUED  INTEREST. 

See  Interest. 

ACCURACY. 

Of  electric  meters,  see  Sebvice,  130. 

ACETYLENE  GAS. 

Invasion  by  electric  company  of  territory  inadequately  served  by 
acetylene  gas  company,  aee  Monopolt  and  Competition,  58,  64. 

ACTION. 

Statute  providing  that  in  an  action  to  enloree  an  order,  no  evidence 
may  be  received  except  that  which  was  introduced  before  the 
Commission  as  denial  of  due  process  of  law,  see  Constitution- 
al Law,  19,  20. 
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8  ACTIVE  rX)AD— ADMISSIBILITY. 

To  recover  damages  for  cliscriinination  in  delaying  delivery  of  ship- 
ments to  connecting  carrier,  see  Disobimi nation,  161,  162. 

Misjoinder  of,  as  ground  for  qnashing  service  of  summons,  see 
Pasties,  1. 

Adequate  remedy  at  law  for  recovery  of  overcharge  as  depriving 
Commission  of  right  to  order  reparation,  see  Ripabation,  21. 

Court  action  to  enforce  reparation  awards,  see  Reparation,  20,  30, 
33-36.  ^ 

ACTIVE  LOAD. 

Maintenance  and  installation  charge  for  electric  power  varying  ac- 
cording to  horsepower  of  connected  load  without  regard  to  ac- 
tive load  as  discriminatory,  see  Discbihination,  72. 

As  element  of  charge  for  electric  power,  see  Rates,  104. 

ACTUAI.  COST. 

See  Orjginal  Cost. 

ACTUAL  EXPENDITURES. 

Allowances  for  overhead  charges  in  rate  valuation  to^  based  upon, 
see  Valuation,  128. 

ACTUAL  PERFORMANCE. 

As  theory  of  valuation,  see  Valuation,  36. 

ACTUAL  TRIAL. 

Necessity  of,  to  warrant  interference  by  court  of  order  directing 
physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  2L 

ADAPTATION. 

Appreciation  due  to  adaptation  and  solidification,  see  Valuatioh, 
223. 

ADDITIONS. 

See  Bettebments. 

ADEQUACY. 

Of  property  as  determining  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  22. 
Of  service,  see  Service. 

ADEQUATE  REMEDY. 

See  also  Remedies. 

At  law  or  in  equity  as  ground  for  not  requiring  abandonment  of 

unauthorized  invasion  of  field,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition, 

4. 

ADJOINING  OWNERS. 

See  Abutting  Owners. 

ADMISSIBILITY. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidence. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


ADMISSIONS— AMENDMENTS.  9 

ADMISnOHS. 

Commission  aa  bound  by  admisBions  of  counsel,  see  Evidencb,  20. 
Reparation  where  utility  admits  rate  is  excessive,  see  Repabation, 
4. 

ADVANCE  PATMENT. 

See  also  Payment,  1-4,  32. 

Discrimination  in  rule  providing  for,  see  Discrimination,  155,  156. 

ADVI»tTI8IHG. 

Profit  of  telephone  directory  advertising,  see  Return,  16. 

AGEHT. 

Consideration  of  sums  due  from,  see  Valuation,  225. 

AGREEMENTS. 

See  Contracts. 

AGBICUI.TinEtAL  POWER. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  consumer  to  sign  contract  for  elec- 
tric service  for,  see  Service,  113. 

AIR  VALVES. 

Water  utility  required  to  install,  to  prevent  loss  of  water,  see  Serv- 
ice, 290. 

ALABAMA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  physical  connection  between  rail- 
roads without  hearing  evidence,  see  Service,  36. 

All-night  service. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  electric  rates,  see  Rates,  111. 
Part  of  loss  from  unprofitable  all-night  service  to  be  borne  by  util- 
ity, see  Return,  155. 
All-night  electric  service,  see  Service,  153-155. 

ALLOCATION. 

See  Apportionment. 

ALTERNATING  CURRENT. 

See  CuRiffiNT. 

AMENDMENTS. 

Reserved  power  of  state  to  amend  charters,  see  Constitdtional 
Law,  41. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  rebuilding  of  abandoned  railroad  hne 
acquired  from  predecessor  where  carrier  would  be  obliged  to 
amend  its  charter  to  comply  with  order,  see  Sbbyicb,  49. 
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10  AMORTIZATION— ANTI-TRUST  LAW. 

AMORTIZATION. 

Of  discarded  equipment,  see  AoooxmrmG,  2. 

Purchase  price  in  excess  of  value  to  be  amortized  out  of  income,  see 

CONSOLIDATI027,  MeBGEB  AI7D  SALE,  30. 

Amortization  of  present  investment,  losses  and  expenses,  see  gen- 
erally, Retubn,  22-34. 

Excess  price  over  value  upon  purchase  of  property,,  not  to  be 
charged  to  capital  or  operating  expenses,  but  amortized  out  of 
income  or  charged  to  profit  and  loss,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  40. 

Of  cost  of  financing,  see  Valuation,  181. 

AMOUKT. 

Of  security  issues,  see  SscxTBirr  Isslhss,  34-49. 

AMOUNT  IN  CONTROVEB8T. 

As  afi'ecting  jurisdiction  of  appellate  courts,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 6,  6. 

AM1T8E1CENTS. 

Places  of,  see  Moyino  Pictures;  Pabks;  Resorts;  Sukmer  Re- 
sorts; Theaters. 
See  also  Hotels. 

ANNEXATION. 

Interurban  railway  fares  in  territory  annexed  to  city,  see  Rates, 
157,  158. 

ANNUAL  DEPRECIATION. 

See  Depreciation. 

ANNUAL  MEETING. 

Expenses  of  annual  meeting  as  operating  expenses,  see  Rkturic,  82. 

ANSWER. 

No  technical  objections  to  complaint  after  answer  to  merits,  see 

Pleading. 
Construction  of,  in  enforcing  reparation  award,  see  R^aeatioit, 

30,  35. 

ANTI-MEROER  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

ANTI-MONOPOLY  STATUTE. 

See  Statutes. 

ANTI-PASS  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

ANTI-TRUST  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 
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APARTMENT  HOUSES;  APPEAL  AND  REVIEW,  L  11 

APARTMENT  HOUSES. 

Right  to  require  electric  company  to  serve  apartment  house  being 
served  by  contract  with  another  company,  see  Sbbvige,  144. 

APPEAI.  AND  REVIEW. 

/.  In  genemlf  1-^3, 
II.  Jurisdiction  of  appellate  court h,  4^12. 
a.  In  general,  4. 
6.  Amount  in  controversy^  5,  6. 

c.  Constitutional  questionSf  7, 

d.  Necessity  of  final  judginentf  S,  9, 

€.  Necessity  for  petition  for  rehearing,  10^12, 
III,  Scope  of  review,  13^24, 

a.  Sufficiency  of  record,  13^1  e. 
1.  In  getieral,  13,  14. 

9.  €tuestions  not  raised  l}elow  or  argued  on  appeal, 
15,  16. 
h.  Motives  of  Commission,  17.  , 

e.  Questions  of  law  and  fact,  1S''24» 

1.  In  general,  18''23. 

2.  Conclusiveness  of  findings  of  Commission,  94, 
IV.  Procedure,  2S,  26. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  review  of  orders  of  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  477;  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  906. 

/.  In  general. 

Review  by  certiorari,  see  Cebtiobabi. 

From  orders  of  Louisiana  Commission,  see  Co\rMissio:fS,  16. 

Statutes  providing  that  upon  appeal  from  order  of  Commission  no  evi- 
dence may  be  received  except  that  which  was  introduced  before  the 
Commission  as  denial  as  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  20. 

Injunction  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  to  reduce  rates  in  com- 
pliance with  franchise  ordinance  but  contrary  to  Commission  order, 
see  Injunction,  6. 

Suspension  of  order  pending  appeal,  see  Obders,  4,  5. 

Suspensioli  of  order  declaring  rate  unreasonable  as  affecting  power  of 
Commission  to  award  reparation,  see  Repabation,  22. 

Time  for  filing  petition  for  rehearing  under  California  statute,  see  Rs- 
HEABINO,  1. 

1.  A  statute  providing  that  an  appeal  shall  be  ineffectual  unless  a 
bond  is  filed  within  five  days  applies  to  a  cross  appeal.  Bremerton  v. 
Bremerton  Water  &  Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  153 
Pac.  372). 

2.  Act  No.  132  of  1914,  "to  provide  for  the  manner  in  which  suits 
to  contest  any  decision  ...  or  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission 
of  Louisiana  shall  be  tried/'  applies  to  untried  suits  pending  at  date 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


12  APPEAL  AND  REVIEW,  II.  a-d. 

of  its  passage.    Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  t.  Railroad  CommisBiaii, 
P.U.R.1916B,  356   (S.  C.  — •  La.  — ,  70  So.  332). 

3.  The  Arizona  Commission  will  suspend  the  operation  of  an  order 
pending  a  determination  of  its  lawfulness  by  the  courts.  Re  Adminis- 
trative Ruling  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  844. 

JJ.  Jurisdiction  of  appellate  courts, 

a.  In  general. 

Power  of  courts  to  review  Commission's  determination  of  question  of 
necessity  of  taking  property  for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Com- 
missions, 12a. 

4.  The  Missouri  supreme  court  cannot  direct  dismissal  of  proceed- 
ings originating  before  the  Public  Service  Commission,  upon  reversing 
and  remanding  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  affirming  a  Commission 
order,  since  the  supreme  court  jurisdiction  is  derivative  and  the  circuit 
court  can  only  affirm  or  reverse.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  367  (8.  C.  —  Mo.  — ,  181  S.  W.  61). 

h.  Amount  in  controversy. 

5.  Appellate  jurisdiction  dependent  upon  the  amount  in  contro- 
versy is  determined  by  the  amount  of  damages  on  the  face  of  a  com- 
plaint sufficient  against  general  demurrer.  Johnson  v.  Pacific  Power 
&  Light  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  548  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  156  Pac.  530). 

6.  Appeals  to  the  Kentucky  court  of  appeals  from  judgments  of 
less  than  $500,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs,  must  be  dismissed  where 
leave  to  appeal  has  not  been  granted.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Green- 
brier Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

e.  ConstittUional  questions. 

7.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  has  jurisdiction  of  a  direct 
appeal  to  it  from  an  order  of  a  trial  court  dismissing  a  bill  by  a  street 
railway  to  enjoin  the  operation  of  jitneys  upon  the  city  streets,  where 
the  application  of  a  statute  regulating  jitneys  is  invoked  by  the  com- 
plainant and  its  constitutionality  is  questioned  by  the  defendant,  al- 
though the  case  can  be  decided  without  consideration  of  the  constitu- 
tional question.  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R. 
191 6A,  834  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1143,  179  S.  W.  635). 

d.  Necessity  of  final  judgment.  . 

8.  A  judgment  upon  a  demurrer,  by  the  parties  appearing  as  de- 
fendants in  an  action  to  enjoin  enforcement  of  an  order  of  the  Com- 
mission without  any  disposition  of  the  cause  as  to  the  parties  not  ap- 
pearing, but  served  with  process,  is  not  a  final  judgment  from  which 
an  appeal  may  be  taken  under  §  83,  Public  Utilities  act  (Acts  1913, 
p.  167).  Northern  Indiana  &  S.  M.  Teleg.  &  Cable  Co.  v.  People's  Mut. 
Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  534  (S.  C.  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  4). 
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APPEAL  AND  REVIEW,  II.  e,  lU.  a,  1.  13 

9.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  or  superior  court,  in  an  action 
against  the  Public  Service  Commission  to  vacate  or  enjoin  enforcement 
of  its  order,  contemplated  by  $  83,  Public  Utilities  act  (Acts  1913,  p. 
167),  authorizing  an  appeal,  is  a  final  judgment.  Northern  Indiana  & 
S.  M.  Teleg.  &  Cable  Co*  v.  People's  Mut  Tdeph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  634 
(S.  C.  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  4). 

e.  Wecessity  for  petition  for  rehearing, 

10.  A  Federal  district  court  will  not  entertain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the 
enforcement  of  an  order  by  the  California  Railroad  Commission  fixing 
water  rates,  on  the  ground  that  the  rates  are  confiscatory  and  will  take 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  imtil  after  the  utility  avails  itself 
of  its  right  to  apply  for  a  rehearing  under  the  Public  Utilities  act, 
which  provides  that  the  order  shall  not  be  actionable  until  an  applica- 
tion for  a  rehearing  has  been  made  by  the  party  aggrieved  and  action 
had  thereon,  although  such  review  will  be  by  the  same  tribunal  that 
made  the  order,  although  the  Commission  has  power  to  order  a  rehear- 
ing upon  its  own  motion,  and  although  an  application  for  a  rehearing 
does  not  operate  to  suspend  the  order,  the  Commission  having  power 
to  make  the  suspension  pending  a  rehearing.  Palermo  Land  &  Water 
Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  437   (S.  C.  227  Fed.  708). 

11.  An  objection  in  certiorari  to  review  a  rate  order,  that  petition- 
ers did  not  make  timely  application  to  the  Commission  for  a  rehearing, 
as  required  by  §  66  of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  goes  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  and  may  be  urged  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, notwithstanding  it  was  urged  on  reply  to  an  order  to  show 
cause  and  the  writ  had  been  ordered  issued.  Clemmons  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  P.U.R.1916F,  469  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  169  Pac.  713). 

12.  That  the  Commission  may  decree  that  an  order  shall  be  effective 
within  such  a  short  time  that  it  is  impossible  to  petition  for  a  rehearing 
does  not  prevent  the  application  of  §  66  of  the  Public  Utilities  act, 
providing  that  no  court  review  shall  be  had  unless  application  for  a 
rehearing  is  made  to  the  Commission  before  the  effective  date  of  tb<^ 
order.  Clemmons  v.  Railroad  Commission  P.U.R.1916F,  469  (S.  C.  — 
Cal.  — ,  159  Pac  713). 

III.  Scope  of  review. 

a.  Sufficiency  of  record. 

i.  In  general. 

13.  It  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal  from  an  order  requiring  a  long- 
distance and  local  teleplione  to  consent  to  physical  connection  with  the 
exchange  of  a  local  company  for  long-distance  service  to  the  latter,  that 
the  local  business  of  the  former  will  be  destroyed,  unless  supporting 
evidence  has  been  introduced  and  proper  findings  of  fact  procured. 
Milbank  v.  Dakota  Cent  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916P,  662  (S.  C.  —  S.  D. 
— ,  169  N.  W.  99). 

14.  Findings  of  fact  and  rulings  of  law  are  not  necessary  on  a  pro- 
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ceeding  to  determine  whether  the  value  of  utility  property  is  equal  to 
the  price  at  which  it  is  to  be  transferred  and  to  the  amount  of  securi- 
ties the  transferee  desires  to  issue,  where  the  motion  for  rehearing  and 
petition  for  appeal  must  set  forth  the  grounds  on  which  it  claimed 
the  order  or  decision. is  unlawful  or  unreasonable,  the  findings  would 
not  be  conclusive,  the  whole  record  goes  up  on  the  appeal,  and  the  sole 
question  thereon  is  whether  the  order  or  decision  could  reasonably  or 
legally  be  made;  and  where  the  valuation  is  not  made  by  a  mere  addi- 
tion of  the  figures  for  the  several  elements  of  value,  but  by  the  exer- 
cise of  judgment  in  considering  the  plant  as  an  entity.  Re  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (X.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879* 

2.  Questions  not  raised  helow  or  argued  on  appeal, 

15.  Physical  connection  of  the  local  exchange  of  a  local  and  long- 
distance telephone  company  with  the  exchange  of  a  local  company  will 
not  be  required  for  interchange  of  local  calls,  on  the  former's  appeal 
from  an  order  requiring  the  connection  for  long  distance  only,  where 
such  relief  was  not  asked  by  the  pleadings  although  justified  by  the 
findings  of  fact.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.19iaF,  562 
(S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  169  N.  W.  99). 

16.  A  question  not  presented  and  argued  in  an  appellate  court  will 
not  be  considered  by  such  tribunal.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916D,  107  (S.  C.  —  N.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013). 

h.  Motives  of  Comtnisiiion, 

17.  Under  the  New  York  rapid  transit  act,  the  good  faith  of  the 
Commission  in  its  action  in  respect  to  the  taking  of  property  for  rapid 
transit  purposes  is  not  subject  to  review  by  the  courts.  Re  Public 
Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  647  (S.  C.  217  N.  Y.  61,  111  N.  E. 
658). 

o.  Questions  of  law  and  fact, 

1.  In  general, 

18.  The  courts  will  presume  that  a  Railroad  Commission  order  regu- 
lating train  service  is  reasonable,  and  will  sustain  it  unless  it  clearly 
appears  to  be  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Railroad  Commission  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  461   (S.  C.  —  Ala.  — ,  70  So.  645). 

19.  A  Commission  order  merely  directing  the  establishment  of  a 
railroad  station,  if  not  clearly  unreasonable,  will  not  be  disturbed  by 
the  courts.  People  ex  rel.  Ixmg  Island  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1916E,  476  (8.  C.  173  App.  Div.  780,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  63). 

20.  The  Ohio  supreme  court  will  not  reverse  an  order  of  the  Com- 
mission relieving  a  street  railway  of  the  obligation  of  making  an  exten- 
sion of  its  lines  as  required  by  city  ordinance  upon  the  ground  that 
operation  over  proposed  route  would  be  dangerous  where  it  does  not 
appear  from  a  consideration  of  the  record  that  it  is  unlawful  or  unrea- 
sonable. Cincinnati  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1057 
(S.  0.  91  Ohio  St.  331,  110  N.  E.  461). 
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21.  An  order  of  the  Wisconsin  Commisskm  directing  piijiicAl  eon- 
nection  between  tele^^ones,  and  prescribing  ihfi  compensation  to  be  paid 
for  services  rendered  by  the  utilities,  will  not  be  interfered  with  by  the 
court  upon  conflicting  opinion  evidence  as  to  its  probable  detrimental 
effect  before  there  has  been  an  actual  trial,  especially  as  the  Commission 
could  revise  the  order  at  any  time,  and  such  orders  would  be  reviewable 
by  the  courts.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Ck).  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1916D,  212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  L.R.A.1916E,  748,  156  N.  W.  614). 

22.  The  Ohio  supreme  court  will  not  substitute  its  judgment  for  that 
of  an  administrative  board,  created  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislature 
as  to  matters  within  its  province.*  Before  the  court  will  interfere  with 
an  order  of  the  Railway  Commission,  or  its  successors,  it  must  appear 
from  a  consideration  of  the  record  that  the  action  of  the  Commission 
was  unlawful  or  unreasonable.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  406  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  110  N.  E.  952). 

23.  In  the  consideration  of  a  petition  in  error  filed  in  the  supreme 
court  to  reverse,  vacate,  or  modify  an  order  of  the  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission on  the  ground  that  it  is  unlawful  or  unreasonable,  the  court  will 
examine  the  entire  record  to  determine  whether  a  finding  of  facts  made 
by  the  Commission  is  so  involved  with  and  dependent  on  questions  of 
law  as  to  be  in  effect  a  decision  of  the  latter.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  — , 
L.R.A.— ,  — ,  110  N.  E.  521). 

2.  Concluaiveneas  of  findings  of  Coniniisaion. 

24.  Findings  of  the  Missouri  Commission,  in  proceedings  for  com- 
pulsory trackage  connections  between  railroads,  are  not  conclusive  on 
the  supreme  court,  and  may  be  reviewed  aa  in  cases  in  equity,  under  a 
statute  providing  that  the  evidence  introduced  before  the  Commission 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  circuit  court,  which  shall  hear  the  cause  on 
the  evidence  as  in  cases  in  equity,  and  that  the  circuit  court  record 
with  a  transcript  of  its  proceedings  shall  constitute  the  record  in  the 
supreme  court.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916B,  367  (S.  C.  —  Mo.  — ,  181  S.  W.  61). 

FF.  Procedure. 

25.  The  supreme  court  will  not  consider  the  cross  appellants'  assign- 
ments of  error  after  dismissing  his  appeal.  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton 
Water  &  Power  C6.  P.U.R.1916B,  120  (6.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  163  Pac. 
372). 

26.  On  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Commission,  the  appellant 
has  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  Commission  acted  unreasonably,  or 
without  evidence,  or  contrary  to  the  manifest  weight  of  the  evidence. 
Re  Relief  Electric  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  692  (S.  C.  ~  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.— ). 


APPEAL  BOKD. 

Time  for  filing,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  1 
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AP7EIXATE  COURTS. 

Jurisdiction  of,  see  Appbal  aicd  Revibw,  4-12. 

APPUAHCE8. 

Consideration  of  revenue  from  sale  of  appliances  intended  to  pro- 
mote the  sale  of  gaa,  in  fixing  gas  rates,  see  Return,  15. 

APPLICATIOH. 

Colorado  form  of  application  for  authority  to  make  reparation,  see 

Reparation,  32. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  application  for  service  to  be  in 

writing,  see  Service,  110. 

APPORTIOHMEKT. 

J,  In  case  of  a  single  utility,  ISO. 
a.  In  general,  1,  2. 
h,  Electricity,  3-^10, 

i.  Expenses,  3—7. 

2,  Values  or  investment,  8^10. 

c.  Irrigation,  11. 

d.  Natural  gas,  12,  13. 

e.  Railroads,  14^-31. 

1,  In  general,  14,  15. 

2.  As  hetiveen  state  and  interstate  traffic,  16-23. 

3,  As  hettceen  freight  and  passenger  traffic,  24^^28. 

4.  As  between  line  and  terminal,  29-^1. 
/.  Street  railways,  32-^5. 

g.  Telephones,  30-'eo. 

i.  Expenses,  36^59, 

2.  Values,  60. 
h.  Water,  61^66. 

i.  Expenses,  61^63. 

2.  Mevenues,  64. 

3.  Values,  66. 

i.  Companies  operating  more  than  one  utility,  66-^0. 

1.  Electricity  and  gas,  66. 

2.  Electricity  and  heat,  67. 

3.  ElectHci^y  and  ice,  68. 

4.  Electricity  and  telephone,  69^71. 

5.  Electricity  and  water,  72-^75. 

6.  Water  and  irrigation,  76. 

7.  Mining  company  operating  electric  plant,  77-^0. 
//.  In  case  of  joint  enterprise,  81^106. 

a.  Jurisdiction  of  Commission,  81S4. 
l>.  Expenses,  8&^97. 

1.  In  general,  8S,  86. 

2.  Of  elimination  of  grade  crossintfs,  87-91. 

3.  Of  construction  of  bridge,  92,  93. 

4.  Of  utilities  using  single  plant,  94. 
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II.  h— continued. 

6,  Of  physical  connection  of  water  companies,  95, 
6.  Of    physical    connection    of    telephone    companies, 
96,  97, 
€.  Revenues,  98'^ioe, 

1.  Telephone  toll  charges,  98. 

2.  Joint  railroad  rates,  99^106. 

Abstract  of  cases  on,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  906. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  division  of  joint  railroad   rates, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  417. 

I.  In  case  of  a  single  utility, 

a.  In  general, 

1.  Expense  of  a  municipal  ownership  election  in  a  city  forming  a 
part  of  the  territory  occupied  by  a  privately  owned  utility  was  charged 
to  the  entire  system,  rather  than  against  the  plant  in  the  city  where 
incurred.  La  Junta  v.  Arkansas  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  1076. 

2.  In  computing  going  value  by  determining  the  present  worths 
of  the  differences  between  the  probable  future  earnings  of  an  exist- 
ing water  plant  and  of  an  imaginary  similar  plant  during  the  develop- 
ment period  of  the  latter,  it  is  necessary  to  apportion  revenues  and 
expenses  between  municipal  and  private  service,  since  the  hypothetical 
plant  will  acquire  the  municipal  service  during  the  period  of  plant 
construction.    Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

h.  Electricity, 

1.  Expenses, 

3.  General  expense  was  apportioned  to  the  cost  of  producing  and 
transmitting  energy  on  the  basis  of  investment  rather  than  that  of  the 
number  of  consumers,  neither  method  being  entirely  consistent,  aad  the 
utility  being  saved  from  any  loss  from  the  method  used  by  being  allowed 
a  reasonable  return  in  the  entire  business.  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  & 
E.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

4.  In  apportioning  the  cost  of  producing  and  transmitting  elec- 
tricity as  between  "demand"  and  "energy,"  interest,  depreciation,  main- 
tenance, fire  insurance,  and  a  part  of  taxes  were  charged  to  "demand;" 
and  operating  expense,  casualty  insurance,  a  pro  rata  of  general  ex- 
pense, and  a  part  of  taxes  to  "energy.''  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

5.  Municipal  lighting  service  may  not  be  relieved  from  bearing  a 
proportion  of  the  operating  and  fixed  charges  of  a  plant  also  supplying 
current  for  commercial  and  domestic  use,  upon  the  theory  that  mu- 
nicipal lighting  is  a  by-product,  where  such  service  makes  some  use  of 
the  plant,  although  municipal  lighting  makes  a  part  of  the  plant 
remunerative,  and  very  little,  if  any,  additional  generating  equipment 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 2. 
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is  required  therefor.     Moore  v.  Merchants'  Heat  &  Light  Co.    (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

6.  Upon  direct  current  motor  equipment  being  made  useless  by 
the  substitution  of  alternating  current  service,  which  reduces  utility 
operating  expenses,  but  gives  this  consumer  no  benefit  not  Received 
by  others,  the  consumer  should  lose  the  amount  of  his  equipment  depre- 
ciation ;  and  the  utility  should  stand  the  cost  of  making  the  change,  and 
either  purchase  the  equipment  at  its  present  service  value  for  direct 
current,  or  pay  the  difference  between  such  value  and  the  secondhand 
value.     Jackman  v.  Janesville  Electric  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916C,  400. 

7.  Upon  being  required  to  place  electric  wires  underground,  the 
utility  should  pay  the  cost  of  the  conduit  and  cable  from  the  curb  line 
into  the  building,  if  the  distance  is  not  greater  than  30  feet,  and  the 
cost  of  the  cable  terminal  inside  the  customer's  premises,  the  customer 
being  required  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  main  line  switch  and  cut-out  with 
its  inclosing  box.  Stein  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
80. 

2.  Values  or  investment. 

8.  Steam-plant  land,  landed  capital,  power-plant  buildings,  and  gen- 
eral structures  that  are  used  for  local  purposes,  and  not  for  general 
production  and  transmission  purposes  of  an  electric  utility  supplying 
many  conmiunities,  should  not  be  charged  to  the  general  system  of  pro- 
duction and  transmission.  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

8a.  Steam  plants  generating  electricity  in  various  localities  should 
be  charged  to  a  general  production  and  transmission  system  of  an  elec- 
tric utility  supplying  many  communities,  irrespective  of  whether  the 
steam  plants  feed  energy  directly  to  the  transmission  lines,  or  whether 
they  serve  merely  as  a  reserve  to  hydroelectric  production,  where  such 
plants  are  operated  primarily  for  the  system  efficiency,  and  not  for  local 
economy,  even  though  they  guarantee  continuity  of  local  service.  Mon- 
ahan v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

9.  The  investment  in  property  used  for  generating  current  for  sev- 
eral divisions  of  a  utility  was  apportioned  to  one  division  on  the  basis 
of  the  relation  of  its  maximum  demand,  at  the  time  of  the  station 
peak,  to  the  total  maximum  demand.  La  Junta  v.  Arkansas  Valley  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

10.  The  value  of  arc-lighting  transformers,  motor-generator  sets, 
and  rotary  converters  used  in  connection  with  the  street  railway  system 
of  a  utility  also  supplying  current  for  other  purposes  in  other  localities, 
should  not  be  included  in  the  investment  in  generative  properties,  in 
apportioning  the  cost  of  current  to  one  locality,  since  such  devices  are 
mere  energy  transformers  not  used  in  generation.  La  Junta  v.  Arkaosas 
Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

c.  Irrigation, 

11.  Upon  an  irrigation  distribution  system  being  Imilt  for,  and 
capable  of,  serving  a  tract  of  arid  land,  but  actually  servin;;  only  a 
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part,  maintenance,  taxes,  offiee^  and  general  expense,  should  be  appor- 
tioned on  the  basis  of  the  entire  number  of  acres,  and  operating  charges 
on  the  basts  of  the  number  of  acres  served.  Bur  ford  v.  Consumers' 
Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  448. 

d.  Natttral  gas, 

12.  The  Talue  of  a  natural  gas  production  plant  was  separated  in  a 
rate  yaluation  from  the  transportation  and  distribution  plants  of  a 
utility  which  both  produced  and  purchased  gas.  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

13.  The  Talue  of  property  used  in  transporting  and  distributing  nat- 
ural gas  in  two  states  may  be  divided  upon  the  basis  of  use,  in  the 
proportion  that  the  volume  of  gas  used  in  each  state,  respectively,  bears 
to  the  entire  volume  passing  through  the  line.  Landon  ¥•  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

e.  Railroads, 

1.  In  general. 

Weight  to  be  given  testimony,  as  to  proper  formula  for  apportionment, 
by  witness  having  no  practical  knowledge  of  the  subject,  see  Evi- 
dence, 28. 

14.  In  ascertaining  the  cost  per  ton  of  transporting  coal,  in  fixing 
a  railroad  rate,  an  allowance  should  be  made  for  general  taxes  by 
taking  the  amount  of  taxes  represented  by  the  per  cent  of  earnings 
that  the  coal  involved  bears  to  the  total  earnings,  deducting  an  excise 
tax  which  was  separately  allowed,  and  dividing  the  balance  by  the 
number  of  tons  of  coal  transported, — ^rather  than  by  using  an  arbitrary 
per  cent  of  other  expenses.  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

15.  The  apportioning  of  the  value  of  railroad  property  between  in- 
terstate and  intrastate,  passenger  and  freight,  carload  and  less  than  car- 
load services,  is  largely  dependent  upon  the  basis  used  in  apportioning 
expenses.  Re  Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C. 
3Mo.  P-S.  C.  R.  1)- 

2,  As  between  state  and  interstate  traffic. 

See  also  supra,  15. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  enable  Commission  to  prescribe  intrastate  rates 

for  railroad  without  apportioning  value  of  property  used,  see  Rates, 

39. 

16.  The  expense  of  railroad  transportation  must  be  apportioned 
between  interstate  and  intrastate  traffic  in  fixing  intrastate  rates.  Re 
Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

17.  Intrastate  railroad  passenger  traffic  should  not  be  charged  with 
any  part  of  the  interest  on  securities  issued  in  acquiring  other  com- 
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panies  whose  lines  are  not  used  by  the  traffic     Re  Passenger  Fares 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

18.  The  allocation  of  ^e  cost  of  interstate  and  intrastate  freight  and 
passenger  business  of  a  railroad  in  a  state  according  to  its  use  is  a 
proper  method  of  apportionment.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

19.  The  apportionment  of  the  property  values  of  a  railroad  company 
in  a  state  between  state  and  interstate  on  tine  relation  of  transporta- 
tion expenses  will  not  be  declared  improper,  merely  on  the  theory  that 
the  raising  of  any  item  of  expense  in  one  part  of  service  puts  more 
property  valuation  on  the  state  for  interstate  business.  Boyle  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.UJE1.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

20.  A  railroad  formula  for  the  apportionm^it  of  expenses  between 
interstate  and  intrastate  traffic  cannot  be  made  the  basis  for  prescrib- 
ing a  schedule  of  intrastate  rates  for  all  railroads,  where  it  appears 
that  the  principles  on  which  the  multiplicity  of  apportionments  in- 
volved were  based  are  open  to  serious  question  and  largely  depend  upon 
the  opinion  evidence  of  railroad  witnesses;  that  consideration  of  the 
length  of  haul  and  the  relative  volume  of  business  does  not  result  in 
equitably  or  properly  showing  the  ratio  of  the  average  cost  per  ton- 
mile  of  intrastate  to  interstate  traffic;  that  necessary  tests  of  the  for- 
mula were  made  by  only  two  railroads  and  were  ex  parte  without  no- 
tice to  the  Commission;  that  the  accuracy  of  the  result  of  the  tests 
depends  largely  upon  the  reliability  and  individual  judgment  of  a 
number  of  inspectors  employed  to  check  trains,  etc.,  as  well  as  of  those 
in  charge  of  the  tests;  and  that,  assiuning  that  the  formula  accurately 
applied  would  give  correct  apportionment  for  the  road  making  the  test, 
the  conditions  were  not  sufficiently  like  those  on  other  roads  to  justify 
a  universal  use  of  the  formula.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

21.  In  apportioning  the  revenues  of  an  intrastate  railroad  between 
interstate  and  intrastate  service,  freight,  switching,  and  car  service 
revenues  were  located  direct  to  intrastate  and  interstate  as  actually 
reserved;  passenger  and  excess  baggage  revenues  to  intrastate,  no  in- 
terline tickets  being  honored;  mail  revenue  to  intrastate,  the  company 
having  no  responsibility  beyond  its  lines;  and  storage  from  less  than  car- 
load traffic,  telephone  revenue,  rents,  and  miscellaneous  to  intrastate. 
Re  Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R  Co.  P.U.R.191ftC,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo. 
P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

22.  Operating  expenses  of  an  intrastate  railroad  carrying  passengers 
on  mixed  trains  only  were  apportioned  under  a  formula  based  fundamen- 
tally upon  gross-ton  miles  for  separating  passenger,  carload,  and  less 
than  carload  service,  and  net-ton  miles  lor  separating  intrastate  from 
interstate  service  without  an  excess  cost  for  either  service,  the  result 
being  within  1  per  cent  of  an  apportionment  on  the  basis  of  only  gross- 
ton  miles.  Re  Rates  of  ^Missouri  ^Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S. 
C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

23.  Railroad  passenger  operating  expenses  in  a  state  should  be  ap- 
portioned between  interstate  and  intrastate  traffic  on  the  basis  of  the 
passenger-miles  of  each  class,  rather  than  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  passengers.    Re  Passenger  Fares  (K.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.tr.R.1916E,  719. 
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S*  Ab  h0tween  freight  and  peissenger  trafjle, 

24.  A  reassignment  to  a  state,  under  a  new  formula,  of  an  appor- 
tionment under  an  old  formula  of  the  earnings  and  expenses  of  a  rail- 
road, divided  between  freight  and  passenger  service  for  specified  years, 
such  reassignment  being  made  by  comparing  the  result  obtained  by  the 
application  of  the  old  formula  and  the  new  and  by  equating  the  earn- 
ings and  expenses  of  such  years  on  the  basis  of  the  percentage  relation 
of  the  result  obtained  thereby,  will  secure  results  as  nearly  correct 
as  possible  for  the  purpose  of  a  rate  inquiry  when  no  separate  account 
of  the  cost  of  two  classes  of  traflSc  has  been  kept.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

25.  The  engine  ton  mile  basis  is  the  best  method  that  can  be  adopted 
to  determine  the  use  of  a  railroad  roadbed  for  freight,  although  the 
engines  are  classed  for  potentiality  and  seldom  carry  as  much  load  as  is 
assigned  them  by  the  classification.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  49    (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

26.  A  formula  for  the  apportionment  of  the  expenses  of  passenger 
traffic  based  on  car  miles  rather  than  on  engine  potentiality  is  proper 
for  the  purpose  of  a  rate  inquiry,  since  trains  are  made  up  to  accom- 
modate that  traffic,  and  the  expense  should  be  regulated  by  the  number 
of  cars  drawn  even  if  there  are  not  sufficient  passengers  to  fill  every 
seat.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed. 
639). 

27.  A  formula  for  determining  the  maintenance  costs  chargeable  to 
passenger  traffic,  which  produces  a  cost  almost  four  times  as  great  per 
ton  mile  as  on  freight  traffic,  and  is  arrived  at  by  compiling  an  average 
from  all  the  railroads  of  the  country  approximating  the  proportion  of 
maintenance  chargeable  to  the  passenger  traffic,  by  finding  a  ratio,  and 
using  the  total  passenger  earnings  and  total  maintenance  for  each  road 
as  factors,  is  unsound,  since  the  computation  is  based  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  each  company  is  maintaining  its  property  at  the  same  stand- 
ard, varying  only  in  proportion  to  the  relative  amount  of  passenger 
traffic  handled.  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  289. 

28.  The  mile  pro  rate  basis  of  crediting  branch  line  passenger  traffic 
with  the  proportion  of  business  which  it  originates  is  not  a  correct 
method  of  accounting  for  determining  the  proiitaljleness  of  branch  line 
service.  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916A, 
289. 

4.  A,s  between  line  and  terminal, 

29.  A  formula  for  the  apportionment  of  the  maintenance  and  cost 
of  railroad  equipment  between  line  and  terminal  on  the  basis  of  35 
per  cent  line  and  65  per  cent  terminal  for  freight  car  repairs;  82.5 
per  cent  line  and  17.5  per  cent  terminal  for  passenger  coach  repairs; 
60  per  cent  line  and  40  per  cent  terminal  for  local  freight  engine  re- 
pairs; 68.4  per  cent  line  and  31.6  per  cent  terminal  for  through  freiglit 
engines;  64  per  cent  line  and  36  per  cent  terminal  for  local  passenger 
engines;  71  per  cent  line  and  29  per  cent  terminal  for  through  passen- 
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gex  engines,  and  82.5  per  cent  line  and  17.5  per  cent  terminal  for  typi- 
cal passenger  traffic,  is  not  such  an  incorrect  basis  of  apportionment  as 
to  prevent  a  company  relying  upon  it  from  sustaining  the  burden  of 
proving  that  rates  are  noncompensatory.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

30.  An  incorrect  method  of  charging  terminal  expenses  will  be  dis- 
regarded in  a  rate  inquiry  where  it  has  no  relation  whatever  to  the 
ultimate  correctness  of  the  entire  apportionment.  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis 
&  IS.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49   (S.  C.  222  Fed.  r)39). 

31.  A  formula  for  apportionment  of  railroad  yard  and  station  ex- 
penses between  line  and  terminal,  which  treats  all  business  traffic 
through  the  junction  from  branch  points  as  line,  and  all  of  the  ex- 
pense going  to  foreign  roads  or  coming  therefrom  as  terminal,  is  cor- 
rect; since  in  the  former  case  the  expense  is  a  part  of  the  haul,  and  in 
the  latter  it  belongs  to  the  receiving,  storing,  and  delivering  of  the 
freight.  Boyle  v.  St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222 
Fed.  539). 


/.  Street  rail  way 8. 

32.  It  is  improper  to  charge  an  unprofitable  strei^t  car  line  either 
on  the  per-car  or  car-hour  basis  with  its  full  proportionate  share  of 
the  taxes,  rentals,  or  overhead  expenses;  since  if  the  line  is  not  pay- 
ing, it  would  not  be  assessed  for  taxation  at  the  same  proportionate 
value  as  other  portions  of  the  system  that  were  payini!:,  nor  would  as 
much  rental  be  paid  for  it  as  for  paying  portions  of  Hie  hvsteni.  Re 
Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.191(iF,  ;53S. 

33.  Operating  expenses  of  a  street  railway  operatinnf  several  lines 
were  apportioned  as  follows:  Maintenance  of  way  on  the  proportional 
mileage  basis,  power  and  maintenance  of  equipment  on  the  car-mile 
basis,  traffic  and  operation  of  cars  on  the  car-hour  basis,  and  general 
expenses  on  the  gross-revenue  basis.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &.  VV.  Street 
R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

34.  The  original  cost  of  street  railway  property  used  by  or  on  several 
lines  was  apportioned  as  follows:  Tracks  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  car  trips,  a  snowplow  on  the  basis  of  the  time  in  use,  a  line  car  and 
a  construction  car  on  the  basis  of  length  of  line  applied  to  car  mileage^ 
a  power  station  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  kilowatt  hours  used,  car 
houses  and  shops  for  cars  in  active  use  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
cars,  and  a  car  bam  for  storage  of  seasonable  cars  on  the  basis  of  the 
space  occupied.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  ft  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.f 
P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

35.  A  street  railway  route,  charged  in  rate  making  with  a  propor 
tion  of  the  cost  of  tracks  in  joint  use,  should  have  its  income  credited 
with  the  same  proportion  of  the  income  from  cars  on  another  route 
using  the  tracks.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  3Y.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  25. 
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g.  TelepJiones, 

1,  Expenses. 

36.  In  order  to  find  the  unit  cost  of  telephone  service,  expenses 
should  first  be  directly  allocated  to  each  class  of  service  in  the  regular 
way,  after  which,  in  order  to  divide  the  cost  of  the  unit  of  service  be- 
tween the  two  consumers  responsible  for  it,  the  allocated  expenses 
should  be  reapportioned  on  a  use  basis.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  662. 

37.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service, 
the  central  office  maintenance  expense  was  apportioned  to  each  class 
upon  the  basis  of  the  average  per  cent  of  the  number  of  lines  per  class 
and  originating  calls  per  class.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1016A,  662. 

38.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  local  telephone 
service,  directory,  and  stationery  expense,  a  subitem  of  central  office 
expenses,  was  apportioned  to  each  class,  in  proportion  to  the  number 
of  telephones  in  use  by  each.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  552. 

39.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service  the  item  **power 
and  freight,"  a  subitem  of  central  office  expenses,  consisting  chiefly  of 
battery  costs  and  freight  thereon,  was  apportioned  to  the  various  classes 
of  service  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  calls  terminated  at  the  ex- 
change or  the  ''ringing  basis."  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
191 6A,  552. 

40.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service 
the  item  ''miscellaneous  expense,"  a  subitem  of  central  office  expenses, 
was  apportioned  as  an  overhead  charge  to  the  other  items  of  central 
office  expense.    Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  652. 

41.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service  general  office  sal- 
aries, miscellaneous  expenses,  general  equipment  expenses,  and  undis- 
tributed expenses  were  apportioned  to  the  various  classes  of  service  as 
an  overhead  charge  on  the  basis  of  use  as  indicated  by  a  traffic  study 
of  the  lines,  in  the  final  reapportionment  of  expenses  to  ascertain  unit 
costs.    Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

42.  In  determining  the  unit  cost  of  telephone  service,  80  per  cent  of 
the  expenses  incident  to  the  operation  of  rural  lines  not  owned  by  the 
company  were  apportioned  among  the  difTerent  classes  of  service  of  the 
company,  and  the  amounts  so  charged  were  reapportioned  on  the  use 
basis  in  the  same  way  as  the  expenses  incurred  in  operation  of  the  other 
classes  of  service,  where  the  rural  lines  were  included  in  the  appor- 
tionment of  the  expenses  of  the  company  in  the  same  way  as  the  other 
classes  of  service;  it  appearing  that  the  average  rural  lines  not  owned 
by  the  company  were  10  miles  in  length  and  the  lines  owTied  by  the 
company  were  8  miles,  so  that  by  placing  the  exchange  limits  at  8 
miles  but  80  per  cent  of  the  rural  plant  would  lie  within  such  limits. 
Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

43.  In  an  apportionment  to  determine  the  cost  of  various  classes 
of  telephone  service,  the  Wisconsin  Commission,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
case  before  it,  attempted  to  separate  toll  from  local  expenses  up  to  and 
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including  the  subscribers*  station.     Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.    (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

44.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service  the  salaries  of 
operators  of  the  central  office  were  apportioned  between  the  toll  service 
and  the  local  service  on  the  basis  of  the  actual  amount  of  time  devoted 
by  the  operators  to  the  toll  and  the  local  switch  boards;  the  amount 
charged  to  the  local  service  to  be  reapportioned  to  the  various  classes 
of  service  on  the  basis  of  use  as  indicated  by  a  traffic  study.  Re  St. 
Croix  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

45.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service  the  item  "fuel, 
water,  light,  and  maintenance  of  building,"  a  subitem  of  central  office 
expenses,  was  apportioned  between  the  toll  service  and  the  local  service 
on  the'  basis  of  the  amount  of  space  utilized  by  each  and  the  relative 
number  of  operators  employed;  the  amount  charged  to  the  local  classes 
of  service  being  reapportioned  between  the  different  classes,  50  per  cent 
on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  phones  in  use  in  each  class  and  50  per 
cent  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  lines  in  each  class  connected  with 
the  exchange.    Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

46.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service, 
the  item  "commercial  expense"  was  apportioned  between  the  toll  service 
and  the  local  service  on  various  bases  dependent  upon  a  fairly  com- 
prehensive knowledge  of  the  use  to  which  the  different  items  of  the 
account  are  put;  and  the  amount  charged  to  the  local  service  was  then 
reapportioned  among  the  various  classes  of  local  service  on  the  billing 
basis;  i,  e.,  the  percentage  which  the  number  of  billings  in  each  class 
of  service  is  to  the  total  number  of  billings.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  562. 

47.  In  determining  tlie  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service 
for  rate-making  purposes,  the  "depreciation  on  building"  was  appor- 
tioned between  the  toll  service  and  the  local  service  upon  the  basis  of 
the  space  utilized  and  the  number  of  operators  employed  by  each;  the 
amount  charged  to  the  local  service  was  divided  equally  between  cen- 
tral office  and  general  office  expenses,  the  former  portion  being  charged 
to  the  various  classes  of  local  service  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
lines  in  each  class  of  service,  and  the  latter  portion  added  to  the  de- 
preciation computed  on  general  office  equipment,  which  total  was  con- 
sidered a  part  of  the  general  expense  to  be  reapportioned  as  an  over- 
head cliarge  in  the  final  determination  of  the  unit  case  of  the  service. 
Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1016A,  552. 

48.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service, 
wire-plant  operation  and  maintenance  expense  was  apportioned  between 
the  different  classes  of  local  service  on  the  basis  of  the  wire  miles  in 
eaeli  class.     Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

49.  In  determining  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service, 
substation  operation  and  maintenance  expense  was  apportioned  between 
the  different  classes  of  local  service  on  the  basis  o^the  number  of  sub- 
stations in  each  class,  omitting  from  the  computation  substations  on 
farm  lines  not  owned  by  the  company.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.191CA,  552. 

50.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service  the  amount  of  sal- 
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ariea  of  operators  of  central  office  charged  to  local  service  was  reappor- 
tioned among  the  different  classes  of  local  service  upon  the  basis  of  the 
amount  of  the  local  operator's  time"^  devoted  to  each  class  of  service  as 
indicated  by  a  trafllc  study.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  552. 

51.  It  is  not  necessary  to  reapportion  upon  a  use  basis  the  item 
''commercial  expense"  charged  to  the  different  classes  of  telephone  serv- 
ice, to  determine  the  unit  cost  of  the  service,  since  this  expense  does  not 
depend  upon  an  inter-relation  of  traffic  among  the  subscribers.  Re  St. 
Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

62.  In  determining  the  unit  coat  of  telephone  service,  central  ottici* 
and  wire-plant  expenses,  including  interest  and  depreciation,  apportioned 
to  the  different  classes  of  service  were  reapportioned  upon  a  use  basis 
by  employing  the  message  line  as  the  unit  of  use,  by  multiplying  by 
2  a  call  terminating  on  the  same  class,  properly  to  weight  that  class, 
charging  1  to  each  class  for  a  call  terminating  on  another  class,  and 
charging  to  toll  all  calls  from  another  class  to  toll,  on  the  theory  that 
the  toll  service  should  stand  by  itself,  and  that  there  should  be  no  recip- 
rocal sharing  of  expense  between  toll  and  the  other  classes  of  service. 
Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

53.  In  determining  the  unit  cost  of  telephone  service  substation  ex- 
penses, including  interest  and  depreciation,  apportioned  to  the  different 
classes  of  service  were  reapportioned  upon 'a  use  basis  by  employing  the 
message  phone  as  the  unit  of  use  to  take  care  of  the  ring-back  call, 
which  uses  but  one  message  line  while  it  uses  two  message  phones. 
Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 

54.  In  determining  the  cost  of  telephone  service,  interest  on  the 
fair  present  value  of  the  property  plus  12  per  cent  for  overhead  during 
construction  was  apportioned  between  the  toll  service  and  the  local 
service  upon  the  basis  of  the  space  utilized  and  the  number  of  oper- 
ators employed  by  each;  50  per  cent  of  the  amount  charged  to  local 
service  was  charged  to  **central  office,"  and  50  per  cent  was  charged  to 
"general  office,"  and  the  "central  office"  portion  was  reapportioned 
among  the  various  classes  of  local  service  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  lines  in  each  class,  and  the  "general  office"  portion  was  added  to  the 
"general  office"  equipment.  Re  St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  552. 

55.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  various  classes  of  telephone  service  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  the  Wisconsin 
Conmiission  apportioned  the  cost  among  the  various  classes  of  service 
and  reapportioned  in  certain  instances  group  expenses  allocated  to  a 
class,  according  to  the  interconamimication  between  classes,  explaining 
in  detail  the  methods  employed  in  apportioning  the  various  items. 
Bogart  V.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

56.  City  and  rural  telephone  traffic  was  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
the  originating  source  of  the  calls.  Re  Roanoke  Teleph.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U,R.1916D,  781. 

57.  Telephone  operating  expenses  wore  apportioned  between  toll  and 
exchange  service  by  charging  toll  with  operators'  wages  in  proportion 
to  the  time  spent  in  the  service,  and  with  20  per  cent  of  other  total 
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expenses  not  directly  allocated  to  either  service.    Be  Lincoln  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  572. 

58.  Telephone  exchange  operating  costs  were  apportioned  to  switch- 
ing service  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  switching  stations  to  total  sta- 
tions, except  charges  for  revenue  accounting  and  collecting,  which  were 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  switched  lines  to  subscribers* 
stations.    Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916D,  572. 

59.  TTie  total  operating  expenses  of  a  telephone  plant  were  appor- 
tioned 76  per  cent  to  city  subscribers  and  24  per  cent  to  rural  sub- 
scribers, it  appearing  that  the  calls  originating  on  the  lines  were  about 
equal,  and  that  88  per  cent  of  the  lines  were  city  and  12  per  cent  rural. 
Re  Bucher  (lU.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  501. 

2.  Values, 

60.  Neither  a  separate  valuation  of  city,  rural,  and  toll  telephone 
plants  nor  the  cost  of  each  class  of  service  is  necessary  in  fixing  rates, 
where  the  entire  plant  is  operated  as  a  unit  and  all  subscribers  have 
equal  use  of  all  facilities.  Re  Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
318. 

ft.  Water. 

1.  Expenses, 

61.  Hie  time  of  general  oflScers  of  a  water  company  should  be  prop- 
erly apportioned  between  construction  and  replacementa,  in  estimating 
maintenance  and  operating  expenses  in  a  rate  ease.  San  Anselmo  v. 
Marin  Water  k  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

62.  A  part  of  the  operating  expenses  of  a  water  utility  should  be 
charged  to  readiness  to  serve,  in  dividing  the  revenue  from  domestic 
and  industrial  service  between  "readiness  to  ser\'e*'  and  "output." 
Thayer  v.  Beaver  VaUey  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

63.  Operating  expenses  of  a  water  utility  were  apportioned  between 
municipal  hydrant  and  "all  other  service"  by  apportioning  interest, 
depreciation,  and  taxes  on  the  basis  of  the  value  of  physical  property 
devoted  to  each  service,  capacity  expense  on  the  basis  of  the  capacity 
requirements  of  each  service,  and  output  expenses  on  the  basis  of  the 
amount  used  by  hydrants  for  other  than  street  sprinkling.  Smith  v. 
City  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  1068. 

2.  Revenues. 

64.  Water  revenue  from  public  fire-protection  service  in  several 
localities  should  not  be  distributed  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  fire 
hydrants  in  each  community,  since  the  cost  of  service  bears  only  an  in- 
direct relation  to  the  number  of  hydrants,  and  such  method  does  not 
equitably  distribute  the  burden  among  the  communities,  and  tends  to 
prevent  the  full  development  of  tlie  facilities  for  fire-protection  service. 
Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 
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65.  The  cost  of  water  service  for  public  fire  protection,  as  the  basis 
of  fixing  the  charge,  may  be  ascertained  by  finding  the  cost  of  two 
hypothetical  plants,  one  for  the  fire  service  only  and  the  other  for  all 
other  service,  and  dividing  the  cost  of  the  existing  plant  between  the 
two  services  on  the  ratio  of  the  costs  of  the  hypothetical  plants.  Thayer 
Y.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

i.  Ootmi^anies  operating  more  than  one  utility. 

1.  Electricity  and  gas. 

66.  Rent  of  general  offices  used  by  the  gas  and  electric  departments 
of  a  utility  should  not  be  apportioned  without  regard  to  the  incomes. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

2.  Electricity  and  heat, 

67.  In  fixing  rates  for  electric  light  and  power,  the  value  of  property 
used  for  steam  heating  must  be  separated  from  the  total  value.  Peck 
V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

3,  Electricity  and  ice. 

68.  Tlie  fuel  expense  of  an  electric  and  ice  plant  was  apportioned 
on  the  basis  of  the  percentage  of  dectricity  and  ice  produced,  where 
each  constantly  bore  the  same  relation  to  the  other.  Bly  v.  Winslow 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  'P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

4.  Electricity  and  telephone. 

69.  The  general  expenses  of  a  telephone  and  electric  company  must 
be  apportioned  in  investigating  the  reasonableness  of  electric  rates. 
Kreunen  v.  Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

70.  The  general  expense  of  a  telephone  and  electric  company,  con- 
sisting chiefly  of  the  salary  of  the  manager,  was  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  the  direct  operating  expenses  of  each  department.  Krennen  v. 
Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

71.  In  investigating  the  reasonableness  of  electric  rates,  it  was 
deemed  inadvisable  to  apportion  the  investment  in  p6les  jointly  used 
by  the  electric  and  telephone  dqiartments  of  the  utility,  but  rather  to 
require  the  electric  department  to  pay  an  annual  contract  charge  to  the 
telephone  department.  Kreunen  v.  Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.191u^,  967. 

5.  Electricity  and  teot^r. 

72.  In  estimating  the  electrical  expenses  of  a  municipal  electric  and 
water  plant,  interest  on  construction  bonds,  and  salaries  of  an 
oflKcial  giving  his  entire  time  to  the  utilities,  and  of  officials  performing 
both  municipal  and  utility  duties,  must  be  apportioned.  Re  Fennimore 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  848! 
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73.  In  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  the  electrical  depart- 
ment of  a  utility  also  supplying  water  and  also  operating  another  plant, 
relatively  small  allowances  were  made  for  salaries  to  executive  and 
managerial  officers  and  to  an  attorney,  where  they  gave  little  time  to, 
and  there  was  little  need  of  their  services  in,  the  department.  Taylor 
V.  Xortliwest  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.191iJA,  372. 

74.  In  the  valuation  for  electric  rate-making  purposes,  of  tlie  prop- 
erty of  a  utility  supplying  both  electricity  and  water,  the  value  of  furni* 
ture  and  fixtures  in  use  by  both  departments,  and  by  both .  the  plant 
under  valuation  and  another,  must  be  apportioned.  Taylor  v.  North- 
west Light  &  Water  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

75.  The  value  of  a  reservoir  system  used  jointly  by  the  water  and 
electric  departments  of  a  utility  was  charged  to  the  electric  department 
in  a  rate  valuation,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  other  joint  property  had 
been  charged  to  the  water  department.  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gaa  &  E. 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

6,  Water  and  irrigation, 

76.  That  portion  of  a  water  company's  plant  devoted  to  irrigatioii 
service  will  not  be  considered  by  the  California  Commission  in  a  pro* 
ceeding  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  domestic  rates,  where  irriga- 
tion was  voluntarily  furnished  at  the  bare  cost  of  pumping,  although 
it  is  not  necessary  that  each  portion  of  sucli  a  plant  should  produce  a 
proportionate  share  of  the  total  profits.  He  Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  166. 

7.  Mining  company  operating  electric  plant. 

77.  The  amount  of  steam  used  for  jj^nerating  electric  current  was 
fixed  according  to  the  proportion  which  the  weight  used  for  that  pur- 
pose bore  to  the  total  amount  of  steam  generated.  Roundup  v.  Roundup 
Coal  Min.  Co.    (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

78.  The  expense  of  a  steam  plant  used  in  several  departments  was 
apportioned  according  to  the  ajnount  of  steam  used  by  each.  Roundup 
v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

79.  The  value  of  a  steam-boiler  plant  was  apportioned  between  the 
diflferent  departments  upon  the  basis  of  the  amount  of  steam  used  by 
each.     Roundup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.iei6D,  393. 

80.  The  value  of  electric  generating  equipment  furnishing  current 
to  several  departments  was  apportioned  aceording  to  the  amount  of  cur- 
rent consumed  by  each.  Roimdup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

//.  In  cane  of  joint  enterprise, 

a.  Jurisdiction  of  Com  mission. 

Authorizing  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  separating  crossing  grades 
of  railroad  track  between  city  and  railroad  as  unlawful  delegation 
of  powers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  61. 
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Pbwer  of  Commission  to  "ttqoire  a  utility  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding, 
to  bear  part  of  expoase  of  rdooating  street  railway  tracks,  see 
Pabtos,  2.  .-* 

81.  The  Colorado  Commission,  in  ordering  the  elimination  of  a 
grade  crossing,  has  no  power  to  apportion  to  the  county  or  municipality, 
any  part  of  the  expense.  Re  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
739. 

82.  The  Ohio  Commission's  general  statutory  power  to  establish  a 
joint  rate  for  carriers  does  not  authorize  it  to  apportion  a  joint 
rate  which  it  has  not  fixed.  Dayton  &  T.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Western 
Ohio  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1910D,  44o. 

83.  Tlie  Wisconsin  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  petition  for 
the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  rebuilding  or  replacing  a  city  bridge 
used  by  a  street  railway,  where  the  complaint  is  filed  by  the  street  rail- 
way alone  and  the  statute  authorizing  the  apportionment  provides  for 
the  filing  of  a  complaint  by  the  local  authorities  or  by  five  or  more  free- 
holders and  taxpayers  who  are  users  of  the  bridge  or  railway.  Wis- 
consin Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Menasha  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
482. 

84.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  petition  for 
the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  the  rebuildment  or  replacement  of  a 
city  bridge  used  by  a  street  railway,  where  the  work  is  completed  before 
the  petition  is  filed  and  the  statute  authorizing  the  apportionment  con- 
templates that  the  proceeding  shall  be  brought  before  any  work  is  done. 
Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Menasha  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  482. 

h.  Expenses. 

1.  In  general. 

85.  The  expense  of  moving  a  pole  line  further  away  from  a  railroad 
track  for  safe  clearance  should  be  apportioned  according  to  priority  of 
occupancy,  where  it  appears  that  part  of  the  track  was  built  prior  to 
and  part  after  the  erection  of  the  pole  line.  American  Steel  Foundries 
v.  Kinloch  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  10. 

86.  The  amount  required  to  be  guaranteed  by  applicants  for  a  rural 
electric  extension  should  be  apportioned  between  them  according  to 
their  uses  and  needs.  Churchill  v.  Winthrop  &  W.  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  752. 

2.  Of  elimdnation  of  grade  crossings. 

Requiring  city  to  bear  portion  of  cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossing  when 
railroad  charter  imposes  duty  not  to  obstruct  highway  as  impairing 
obligation  of  contract,  see  Constitutional  Law,  42. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  require  city  to  bear  portion  of  cost 
of  separating  crossing  grade  of  railroad  track  and  city  street,  as 
proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law.  70. 
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87.  "Public  authority  in  interest"  in  §  £»  of  Ite  niinois  <<Aet  to 
Provide  for  the  Regulation  of  PuUie  Utilitieay'*  ^prtMdmg  for  tbe  appor* 
tionment  of  the  cost  of  separation  of  grades  between  the  raUr^ad  and 
the  state,  county,  municipality,  or  other  public  authority  in  interest, 
means  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  which  under  the  law  have 
supervision  and  control  over  the  public  highway  upon  which  the  separa- 
tion of  grades  is  ordered.  Illinois  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Decatur  (111.)  P.U.R. 
I916A,  987. 

88.  Neither  the  county  nor  the  township  is  a  party  in  interest  in 
proceedings  to  apportion  the  cost  of  abolishing  a  grade  crossing  wholly 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  a  city  under  tlie  Illinois  statutes,  and 
no  part  of  such  cost  can  be  apportioned  to  either  merely  because  they 
may  have  a  general  interest  in  the  safety  of  the  crossing.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Decatur  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  987. 

89.  The  state  of  Illinois  is  not  a  party  in  interest  in  proceedings  to 
apportion  the  cost  of  abolishing  a  grade  crossing  not  upon  state  prop- 
erty nor  upon  a  road  constructed,  improved,  and  maintained  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  the  aid  of  state  moneys,  and  no  part  of  such  cost  may  be 
apportioned  to  it.     Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Decatur    (111.)    P.U.R.1916A, 

9d7. 

90.  The  proportion  that  the  public  should  bear  of  the  cost  of  con- 
structing a  viaduct  over  railroad  tracks  crossing  a  city  street  at  grade, 
of  sufficient  strength  and  capacity  to  carry  future  iuterurban  traffic, 
and  with  a  lateral  approach  to  provide  for  traffic  over  a  public  high- 
way which  was  not  crossed  by  the  railroads,  but  would  be  closed  to 
traffic  unless  there  was  an  approach,  was  apportioned  to  the  city.  Pe- 
oria V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  493. 

91.  A  street  railway  company  not  operating  on  the  part  of  a  city 
street  crossed  by  railroad  tracks  was  not  required  to  bear  any  part  of 
the  cost  of  the  construction  of  a  viaduct  over  the  railroad  tracks,  but 
was  required  to  bear  the  expense  of  changes  in  its  tracks  incident  to  the 
construction  of  the  approach  to  the  viaduct.  Peoria  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.  (Dl.)  P.U.R.191ftX,  493! 

d.  Of  construction  of  bridge, 

92.  That  a  bridge  used  by  a  street  railway  was  reconstructed  heavier 
than  necessary  will  not  be  considered,  in  determining  what  part  of  the 
expense  the  railway  should  pay,  where  it  made  no  objection  to  the 
plans.    Re  Expense  of  Little  Bridge  (R.  I.)  P.U.R.1916B,  278. 

93.  The  space  of  a  street  railway  track  on  a  reconstructed  bridge, 
plus  18  inches  outside  of  one  rail  and  the  clearance  between  the  near 
rail  and  bridge  parapet,  rather  than  such  track  space  plus  18  inches 
on  both  sides,  or  the  space  on  the  bridge  where  the  floor  was  thicker, 
was  taken  as  railway  structure  in  determining  what  part  of  the  cost 
the  company  should  pay,  where  the  old  bridge  was  unsafe  without  the 
operation  of  the  railway,  and  where  stat<^  regulations  required  the  clear- 
ance between  the  rail  and  parapet.  Re  Expense  of  Little  Bridge 
(R.  I.|   P.U.R.1916B,  278. 
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4.  Of  utilities  using  single  plant. 

94.  Joint  expenses  to  two  gas  companies  supplying  separate  cities 
from  a  single  plant  were  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quantity  of 
gas  sold  in  each  city.  West  Allies  ▼.  West  Allis  Gas  Ck>.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
191dD,  740. 

5.  O/  physical  connection  of  water  oompanies, 

05.  Upon  ordering  two  water  utilities  serving  separate  parts  of  a 
municipality,  to  make  physical  connection  to  establish  standby  service, 
the  cost  of  installation  was  apportioned  one  third  against  the  mu- 
nicipality, and  one  third  against  each  utility,  and  the  expense  of  main- 
tenance and  operation  of  the  connection  was  directed  to  be  boma  equal- 
ly by  the  utilities.  American  Falls  v.  American  Falls  Realty  & 
Waterworks  Co.   (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916E,  520. 

0.  Of  physical  connection  of  telephone  companies, 

96.  A  local  telephone  company  may  be  required  to  tneet  the  expense 
of  making  and  maintaining  physical  connection  with  a  long-distance 
company,  required  to  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  subscribers  of  the 
former.  Moore  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla).  P.U.R.191CD, 
701. 

97.  A  telephone  company  seeking  physical  connection  was  required 
to  bear  the  cost  of  the  connection  and  the  subsequent  maintenance.  Re- 
organization Committee  v.  Prairie  City  Farmers*  Teleph.  Co.  (IlL) 
P.U.R.1916B,  745. 

c.  Revenues, 

1.  Telephone  toll  charges, 

98.  Toll  charges  will  be  equally  divided  between  two  telephone  com« 
panics  where  the  interchange  of  messages  is  equal.  Merton  Teleph.  Co. 
T.  Pewaukee-Sussex  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916B,  183. 

JP.  Jfoint  railroad  rates. 

Statutes  providing  for  apportionment  of  joint  rates,  as  contravening 
constitutional  rights,  see  Constitctional  Law,  7. 

99.  The  shipper  has  no  interest  in  the  apportionment' of  a  thrdi]jy<h 
rate  between  the  connecting  carriers.  Greer  y.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  286. 

100.  In  establishing  the  division,  between  the  participating  railroads, 
of  a  joint  rate,  a  long-established  division  of  a  joint  rate  applying 
under  similar  conditions  is  a  factor  to  be  oonsidered.  Denver  k  S.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  403. 

101.  The  proportion  of  a  through  rate  which  one  of  the  participat- 
ing railroads  receives  should  be  somewhat  lower  than  its  local  rate 
for  the  same  distance.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.IL1916E,  403. 
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102.  The  mere  fact  that  there  is  a  wide  range  in  the  cents  per 
ton  per  mile  accruing  to  each  railroad  participating  in  the  division 
of  the  joint  rate  is  not  controlling  in  determining  whether  the  divi- 
sion is  unreasonable.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  408. 

103.  In  determining  the  amount  of  a  joint  rate  to  be  awarded  to  a 
connecting  carrier,  consideration  is  to  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the 
commodity  carried  is  also  produced  along  the  line  of  such  connecting 
carrier.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916K,  403. 

104.  That  the  operating  conditions  on  one  of  the  railroads  par- 
ticipating in  a  joint  rate  are  more  difficult  and  expensive  than  on 
the  other  is  not  controlling  upon  the  question  of  the  division  of  the 
joint  rate.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  403. 

105.  That  a  railroad,  because  of  its  connections,  receives  conces- 
sions in  the  division  of  the  joint  rate  on  coal  from  one  producing 
district,  does  not  entitle  it  to  receive  like  concessions  in  the  division  of 
a  joint  rate  between  other  districts,  although  the  joint  rate  from  the 
first  district  had  been  applied  to  shipments  from  the  second  district. 
Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.19ieE, 
403. 

106.  In  determining  the  divisions  of  a  joint  rate,  the  originating 
carrier  cannot  ask  the  connecting  carriers  to  bear  any  of  its  burdens 
and  disabilities  arising  from  the  fact  that  it  has  no  terpiinals  at  the 
point  of  connection.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  403. 


APPRAISAL  EXPENSE. 

To  be  aecoimted  for  under  title  of  ''public  service  expense,"  see 
Accounting,  2. 

APPRECIATIOK. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valuation,  78. 
Consideration  of  appreciation  due  to  adaptation  and  solidification 

of  roadbed,  see  Valuation,  223. 
In  value  of  land,  see  Valuation,  329,  330,  332,  333,  460. 

APPROACHES. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  road  i^proaohea  in  valuation  of  ferry,  see 
Valuation,  226. 

APPROPRIATIOK. 

Valuation  of  water  rights  acquired  by,  see  Valuation,  465. 

APPROVAL. 

Of  security  issues,  not  amounting  to  guaranty,  see  Secubitt  Is- 
SUES,  16. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


ARBITRARY  POWER— ASSESSED  VALUE.  83 

ABBITRABT  POWER. 

Statute  autliorlsug  CommiMion  to  award  reparation  aa  exeroiBe  of, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  11. 

ABC  LIGHTING  TRAKIFOBMEBS. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in,  see  Appobtionmbnt,  10. 

AREA  BA8I8. 

Of  charging  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  113. 

For  determining  proportion  of  property  used  for  Vttlity  purposea, 
see  Valuation,  254. 

ARGUMENT.  ' 

Consideration  of  questions  not  argued,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  16. 

ARID  I.OOAIJTT. 

Right  to  compare  water  rates  in  arid  and  nonarid  localities,  see 
Rates,  59. 

ARIZONA. 

Policy  of  Commission  to  suspend  operation  of  order  pending  appeal 

to  the  courts,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  6. 
Provision  of  Constitution  relative  to  jurisdiction  of  Commissioii 

over  individuals  operating  automobiles,  see  Automobiles,  4. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  pass  upon  question  whether  consumer 

has  misappropriated  service,  see  Commissions,  17. 
Penalties  imposed  by  Commission  for  noncompliance  with  orders, 

see  Fines  and  Penalths,  1. 
Express  rates  in,  see  Rates,  145. 
Power  ol  Commission  to  order  reparation  on  account  of  charges 

paid  prior  to  PubHe  Utility  Act,  see  Rspabation,  12. 
Necessity  of  obtaining  consent  of  Commission  to  issue  bonds  upon 

property  in  another  state,  under  Arizona  statute,  see  Security 

Issues,  14. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  issuance  of  equipment  trust  certifi- 
cates, see  Sbcubitt  Issues,  16. 

ARTICLES  OF  ASSOCIATION. 

Reorganization  plan  and  agreement  regarded  as  part  of  new  articles 
of  association,  see  Rbobganization,  2. 

ARTIFICIAI.  GAS. 

See  Gas. 

ASCERTAINMENT. 

Of  value  or  cost,  see  Valuation,  27-113. 

ASSESSED  VALUE. 

Consideration  of  tax  assessment  in  valuation,  see  Valuatrht,  27,  29, 
33,  34,  66-68. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 3. 
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34  ASSESSMENTS— AUTO  BUS. 

ASSESSMEirrS. 

Consideration  of  assessment  for  public  improvement  in  valuation 

proceedings,  see  Valuation,  232. 
Use  of  taxation  assessments  in  valuing  pole  line  easements,  see 

Valuation,  462. 

ASSIGNEE  FOB  BENEFIT  OF  OBEDITOBS. 

Recovery  of  reparation  by,  see  Reparation,  28. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Validity  of  assignment  of  a  franchise  without  securing  consent  of 

Commission,  see  Commissions,  15. 
Of  reparation  claim,  see  Rbpasation,  8. 

ASSIGNMENTS  OF  EBBOB. 

Consideration  of  cross  appellants'  assignments  of  error  after  dis- 
missing his  appeal,  see  Appkal  and  Review,  25. 

ASSOCIATION. 

Water  utilities  required  to  fulfil  contract  to  furnish  service  to  an 
association  of  consumers,  see  Sebvics,  271. 

ATTACHING  BUSINESls. 

See  Develqpmsnt  Cost. 

ATTOBNETS. 

See  also  Lbqal  Expenses. 

Apportionment  of  salaries  of  officers  and  attorney  in  fixing  operat- 
ing expenses,  see  Apportionment,  73. 

Allowance  for  expenditures  for  employment  of  attorneys  to  defend 
proceedings  before  Commissions,  see  Return,  78-80. 

Allowance  for  salary  of  attorney  of  natural  gas  company,  see  Re- 
turn, 87. 

Security  issue  to  capitalize  counsel  fees,  see  Securitt  Issues,  43. 

Expenses  for,  in  reorganization  as  chargeable  to  capital,  see  Valu- 
ation, 120. 

ATTBACTING  BUSINESS. 

Valuation  of  property  used  in,  see  Valuation,  282,  283. 

ATTBACTING  CAPITAL. 

Consideration  of  necessity  of,  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see  Return, 
152,  156-158. 

AUTHGBIZATIGN. 

Approval  of  security  issues  not  amounting  to  guaranty  of  issue,  see 
Security  Issubs,  16. 

AUTG  BITS. 

See  Automobiles. 
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AUTO  UVBRT. 

See  Automobiles. 

AirrOMATIO  SIGNAUL 

For  street  railways,  see  Sebviob^  225. 

AUTOMOBII.E8* 

J.  In  general,  1, 
II.  Operation  of,  as  common  carriers;  jitneys,  2^16* 
a.  In  general,  2,  3. 
h.  Jurisdiction  of  Commission,  d,  5. 
e.  Necessity  for  certificate  of  necessity,  0-^. 

d.  Grounds  for  granting  or  refusing  certiftcate,  tk^lla. 

e.  Municipal  control  over,  12^16. 

J.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  to  regulate  operation  of  automo- 
biles at  railway  crossing,  see  Cbossdtgs,  4. 
Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  88. 

1.  Chapter  667  of  Laws  of  1915  (New  York),  governing  the  oper- 
ation of  jitneys,  is  not  applicable  to  automobiles  standing  at  a  hotel 
and  railroad  depot  for  hire  to  and  from  any  point  indicated  by  a  cus- 
tomer, for  a  minimum  fare  of  25  cents,  although  the  demand  for  service 
between  the  hotel  and  depot  requires  more  or  less  regular  trips  along 
streets  occupied  by  a  street  railway.  Re  Ryder  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R, 
1916B,  1067. 

//.  Operation  off  as  common  carriers;  jitneys. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  operation  of,  as  common  carriers, 
Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  912. 

a.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Tennessee  supreme  court  of  appeal  from  court  order 
dismissing  bill  to  enjoin  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 7. 

Requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish  indemnity  bond  as  arbitrary 
class  legislation,  see  CoNsnTtJTioxAL  Law,  24. 

Statute  requiring  certificate  of  convenience  to  operate  motor  bus  for 
transportation  of  persons  for  15  cents  or  less,  as  illegal  discrimina- 
tion, see  Constitutional  Law,  28. 

Power  of  the  state  to  declare  jitney  buses  operating  in  cities  as  common 
carriers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  71. 

Statutes  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish  indemnity  bonds  as 
proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  72. 

Ib junction  to  prevent  enforcement  of  criminal  jitney  ordinance,  see  Iir- 
JUNonoN,  2. 
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Injunction  against  operation  of  jitneys  for  failure  to  comply  with  stala- 
tory  requirement,  see  Injunction,  3. 

Competition  of  motor  bus  with  street  railway,  see  Monopoly  and  Com- 
petition, 55-64. 

Operation  of  jitney  bus  without  license  and  without  furnishing  in- 
demnity bond  as  public  nuisance,  see  Nuisance,  1. 

Automobiles  operated  for  hire  as  public  utilities,  see  Public  UTn.iTiE8, 
1-3. 

Right  of  railroad  to  reduce  rates  to  meet  competition  by  automobile,  see 
Rates,  76. 

Competition  of  street  railway  by,  as  ground  for  refusing  to  reduce  street 
railway  rates,  see  Rates,  213. 

Consideration  of  automobile  competition  in  fixing  return  for  street 
railway,  see  Return,  10. 

Substitution  of  motor  bus  service  for  street  car  service  on  an  improfit- 
able  line,  see  Service,  221. 

2.  A  jitney  is  a  self-propelled  vehicle,  other  than  a  street  car, 
traversing  the  public  streets  between  certain  definite  points  or  termini, 
and  as  a  common  carrier  conveying  passengers  at  a  5  cent  or  some  small 
fare,  between  such  termini  and  intermediate  points,  and  so  held  out, 
advertised,  or  announced.  Memphis  v.  State,  P.U.R.1910A,  823  (S.  C. 
—  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1151,  179  8.  W.  631). 

3.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  New  York  Commission,  Second  District, 
not  to  permit  the  use  of  cheap  second-hand  automobiles  of  the  touring 
car  type  as  a  regular  means  of  transporting  passengers  at  a  low  rate 
of  fare  over  regular  urban  routes,  except  in  cases  of  extreme  urgency. 
Re  Ashmead  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  10. 

h.  Jurisdiction  of  Comtnission, 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  competing  auto  bus  lines  on  rural  state 

highways,  see  Monopoly  and  Competitton,  6. 
Power  of  Commission  in  passing  upon  the  substitution  of  motor  bus 

service  for  street  car  service,  see  Service,  24. 

4.  Under  the  provision  of  the  Arizona  Constitution,  that  "all  cor- 
porations, other  than  municipal,  engaged  in  carrying  persons  or  prop- 
erty for  hire,  .  .  .  shall  be  deemed  public  service  corporations,** 
the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  individuals  and  associations, 
whether  incorporated  or  otherwise,  operating  automobiles  for  *  hire. 
Re  Automobile  Traffic  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.19t6E,  789. 

5.  The  fact  that  a  statute  limits  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  in 
the  matter  of  granting  certificates  of  convenience  to  auto-bus  lines  to 
the  streets,  avenues,  and  public  places  in  any  city,  does  not  preclude  the 
consideration  of  proposed  routes,  partly  within  a  city  and  partly  out- 
side, in  their  entirety,  where  it  is  made  to  appear  that  suburban  travel 
over  a  part  of  the  line  is  not  properly  accommodated  unless  the  same 
may  be  continued  over  the  city  streets.  Re  Becralt  (N.  T.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  820. 
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c.  Necessity  for  certificate  of  necessity. 

Power  of  state  to  require  operators  to  secure  certificate  of  convenience, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  71. 

Certificate  of  convenience  for  operation  of  auto  bus  lines  in  city  as  part 
of  a  route  over  a  rural  state  highway,  see  Monopoly  and  Compe- 
tition, 7. 

6.  A  motor  bus  line  carrying  passengers  and  freight  from  points 
within  a  city  to  a  village  must  obtain  tlie  consent  of  the  city  authori- 
ties and  a  certificate  from  the  Public  Service  Commission,  as  provided 
by  §§  26  and  27,  chapter  667  of  the  New  York  Laws  of  1915,  although 
no  separate  fare  is  charged  within  the  city  and  the  rate  of  fare  is  over 
15  cents.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Hurtgan,  P.U.R.1916A,  547  (S. 
C.  91  Misc.  432,  154  X.  Y.  Supp.  897). 

7.  A  statute  requiring  persons  operating  motor  vehicles  in  compe- 
tition with  another  common  carrier  to  obtain  a  certificate  of  convenience 
and  necessity  from  the  Commission  applies  to  persons  operating  under  a 
prior  city  license.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Booth,  P.U.R.1916A, 
955   (S.  C.  170  App.  Div.  590,  356  X.  Y.  Supp.  140). 

8.  An  individual  cannot  lawfully  operate  automobiles  as  a  common 
carrier  upon  the  public  highways  without  the  approval  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Commission,  by  virtue  of  automobile  licenses  granted  to  him 
by  the  state  under  a  police  law  having  reference  to  the  use  of  public 
highways  by  all  motor  vehicles,  where  the  Public  Service  Company  law 
requires  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  before  engaging  in  any 
public  service  business.  Scranton  R.  Co.  v.  Walsh  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
18. 

d.  Grounds  for  granting  or  refusing  certificate. 

9.  In  the  absence  of  authority  to  regulate  competitive  operation  over 
a  rural  state  highway,  certificates  of  convenience  and  necessity  will  be 
panted  for  the  terminal  operation  of  auto  bus  lines  in  a  city  as  parts 
of  competitive  operation  over  such  highway,  although  one  line  can  give 
sufficient  service,  where  the  city  consents  to  the  operation  and  the  car- 
riers enjoy  considerable  patronage.  Re  Bartholomew  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R,1916C,  87. 

10.  That  permits  granted  by  a  city  council  to  auto-bus  lines  may  be 
irregular  and  void  will  not  prevent  the  Commission  from  granting  cer- 
tificates of  convenience  and  necessity,  since  the  two  proceedings  are 
independent,  and  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  city  permits  is  one 
for  the  courts.    Re  Becraft  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  820. 

11.  Certificates  of  convenience  and  necessity  were  granted  for  the 
operation  of  two  auto-bus  lines  with  routes  partly  within  and  partly 
outside  of  a  city  in  which  street  railway  cars  were  operated,  the  traffic 
to  be  limited,  however,  to  through  passengers.  Re  Becraft  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  820. 

11a.  Technical  questions  concerning  the  validity  of  a  franchise  to 
operate  an  auto  bus  system  in  a  city,  such  as  the  effect  of  insufficient 
publication  of  the  notice  of  public  hearing  and  the  grant  of  the  right  to 
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operate  over  routes  not  mentioned  in  the  notice,  will  not  be  decided  by 
the  New  York  Commission  of  the  second  district  upon  an  application 
for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  where  the  franchise  is 
not  obviously  defective.    Gray*s  Petition  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A, 


e.  Municipal  control  over. 

Ordinance  restricting  operation  of  jitneys  as  violating  constitutional 
anti-monopoly  provision,  see  Constitutional  Law,  4. 

Right  of  jitney  operator  to  complain  of  ordinance  authorizing  suspen- 
sion or  revocation  of  license  on  conviction  for  violation,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  8. 

Jitney  ordinance  requiring  license,  operation  over  a  fixed  route  and 
indemnity  bonds  sb  taking  property  without  compensation,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  9. 

Separation  of  jitneys  from  taxicabs,  other  rent  cars,  and  street  railways 
for  municipal  regulation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  26-27. 

Ordinance  requiring  license  fees  of  $10  for  jitneys,  $3  for  taxicabs,  and 
nothing  for  street  railways  as  violating  constitutional  guaranty 
of  equal  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  26. 

Jitney  ordinance  increasing  license  fees  as  impairing  contract  obliga- 
tion, see  Constitutional  Law,  59. 

Power  of  court  of  exclusive  civil  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  validity 
and  to  restrain  enforcement  of  criminal  jitney  ordinance,  see 
COUBTS,  1. 

Municipal  license  to  operate  a  public  vehicle  as  property,  see  Property, 
1. 

12.  Jitneys  have  no  right  to  operate  on  the  streets  of  a  city  where 
statutory  provisions  empowering  the  city  to  pass  an  ordinance  authoriz- 
ing the  issuance  of  licenses  and  requiring  operators  to  procure  licenses 
and  to  execute  indemnity  bonds  against  liability  for  injuries  have  not 
been  followed.  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916A,  834  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1143,  179  S.  \V.  635). 

13.  Municipal  consent  to  the  operation  of  an  auto-buB  line,  required 
by  §  26  of  the  Transportation  Corporations  Law,  is  not  a  franchise 
within  the  meaning  of  §  37  of  the  Second-Class  Cities  Law  requiring 
franchises  to  be  disposed  of  at  public  auction  to  the  highest  bidder. 
Re  Woodlawn  Improv.  Asso.  Transp.  Corp.  (N.  Y:  2d  Dist.)*  P.U.R 
191 6D,  1. 

14.  A  jitney  ordinance  requiring  a  licrnse,  a  fee  of  $10,  operation 
over  a  fixed  route,  a  bond  to  pay  damages  arising  from  wrongful  opera- 
tion, and  otherwise  regulating  jitneys,  is  authorized  by  charter  power 
to  enact  and  enforce  ordinances  necessary  to  protect  health,  life,  and 
property;  to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances;  to  preserve  and  enforce 
good  government,  order,  and  security;  and  to  have  and  enjoy  general 
police  powers.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  565  (S.  C 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

lo.  An  ordinance  requiring  a  jitney  operator  to  pay  a  license  fee 
of  $10  does  not  confiict  with  article  8,  §  2,  of  the  Texas  Constitution, 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


AUTO  STAGE— BAGGAGB.  30 

that  occupation  taxes  shall  be  equal  and  uniform  upon  the  same  class 
of  subjects,  since  the  fee  is  not  an  occupation  tax,  and  even  if  it  were 
such  a  tax,  it  makes  no  discrimination  between  members  of  the  same 
class.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  666  (S.  C.  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

16.  The  fact  that  jitney  operators  cannot  pay  the  large  premium 
demanded  on  bonds,  required  by  ordinance,  to  pay  damages  arising  from 
wrongful  operation,  or  that  they  will  suffer  pecuniary  injury  from  the 
enforcement  of  the  ordinance,  does  not  per  ae  establish  its  invalidity. 
Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  666  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ 
App.  r-,  182  S.  W.  685). 

AUTO  STAGE. 

See  AuTOMOBiLBS. 

AUTO  TRUCK* 

See  AUTOMOBILBS. 

AUXHJABT  PLANT. 

Maintenance  of,  as  operating  expense,  see  Rbtubn,  26. 
Maintenance  of  auxiliary  steam  plant  as  operating  expenses,  see 
KSTUBIf,  120. 

AVERAGE  PRICES. 

Consideration  of  average  prices  in  aseertaining  reproduction  cost, 
see  Valuation,  93,  95,  96. 

AVERAGE  VALUE. 

Use  in  valuing  buildings,  see  Valuatioit,  319-321. 
Fixing  value  of  land  by  taking  average  of  values,  see  Valuation, 
326,  331. 

AWARDS. 

Of  reparation,  see  Bspabation. 

BACTERIA 

Water  containing,  as  imfit  for  domestic  use,  see  Sebvi<»i»  280. 

BAD  ACCOUKTS. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  return,  see  Retcbn,  110-113. 

BAGGAGE. 

Order  as  to  storage  ^of  sample  baggage  to  include  general  baggage 

al though  public  not  a  party,  see  Pasties,  3. 
Charge  for,  see  Ratis,  178,  179. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  parcel  checking  service 

rendered  by  railroad  or  by  lessee  of  space  in  depot,  see  Sebvicb, 

41. 
Discretion   of   railroads   in  determining  whether   parcel  checking 

service  shall  be  maintained  in  depot  and  ehargt  to  be  made 

for  it»  see  I^svigb^  193. 
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40  BALLAST— BETTERMENTS. 

Free  storage  of  baggage  from  Friday  until  Monday,  see  Sbbvici^ 
194. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  1007. 

BAIXA8T. 

Ascertainment  of  reproduction  cost  of  railroad  ballast,  see  Valua- 
tion, 89. 

BAKK. 

Deposits  in,  considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 382. 

BARBER  SHOP. 

Discrimination  in  rates  of  water  company  to,  see  DisOBiHurATiON, 

126. 
Water  rates  for,  see  Rates,  270. 

BASEBALL. 

Consideration  of  land  leased  for  baseball  games  to  attract  busi- 
ness for  railway  company,  see  Valuation,  283. 

BASIS. 

Petition  as  basis  of  action  to  enforce  reparation  award,  see  Repara- 
tion, 29. 

Condemnation  valuation  as  basis  for  fixing  rates,  see  Valuation, 
119. 

For  allowance  for  pavement  over  mains,  see  Valuation,  210-222. 

BATH  TUBS. 

Water  rate  for,  see  Ratbs,  268,  269,  274. 

BELT  LINE  TRAIK. 

Increase    in   fare   on,   see   Raisb,   166. 

BENEFITS. 

Authority  to  issue  securities  against  different  properties,  not  de- 
nied merely  because  of  unequal  benefits  to  the  properties,  see 
Secubitt  Issues,  2. 

BENEVOLENCE. 

Schools  as  charitable  or  benevolent  purpose*  within  meaning  of  Maine 
statute  authorizing?  free  service,  see  DisCBiicmATiON,  29. 

BEST  AND  SECONDARY. 

See  Evidence,  19. 

BETTERMENTS. 

Profits  on  improvements  by  stockholders,  as  part  of  return,  see 
Return,  14. 
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BIDS— BILLS  RECEIVABLE.  41 

Interest  on  notes  for  money  supplied  in  making  improyements,  as 
operating  charges,  see  Rktubn,  56. 

Cost  of  highway  improvements  incidental  to  street  railway  opera- 
tion afl  operating  expense,  see  Return,  62. 

Allowance  in  earnings  to  encourage  replacement  of  old  style  cable 
ferry  with  modem  engine-propelled  boats,  in  fixing  return  for 
ferry  company,  see  Rbtubn,  169. 

Representation  in  proceeding  to  admit  competition  of  ability  to 
supply  demands  for  service  as  estopping  utilities  from  claiming 
insufficient  revenue  for  necessary  improvements,  see  Service, 
143. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  5,  31. 

Consideration  of  expenditures  for  permanent  improvements  in  valu- 
ation, see  Valuation,  44. 

Consideration  of,  in  using  condemnation  valuation  in  fixing  rates, 
see  Valuation,  119. 

Allowance  in  rate  valuation  for  interest  during  construction  of  addi- 
tions, see  Valuation,  156. 

Consideration  of  betterments  after  original  valuation,  and  proposed 
betterments,  see  Valuation,  236-242. 

Valuation  of  betterments  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation, 
310,  311. 

BIBS. 

Denial  of  right  to  bid  for  franchise  aa  ground  for  nonapproval,  see 
Franchises,  16. 

BILLS. 

( onsideration  of,  showing  original  cost  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valuation,  72,  76. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Notes. 

BILLS  FOR  SERVICE. 

Payment  of,  generally,  see  Payment.. 

Statement  of  rates  and  discount  for  prompt  payment  in  bills,  see 
Payment,  15. 

Allowance  for  time  necessary  for  making  out  bills  in  ascertaining 
operating  expense,  see  Return,  83. 

Allowance  for  bad  accounts  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  110-113. 

Standard  rules  regulating  bill  forms  for  electric  utilities  in  Mary- 
land, see  Service,  150. 

BILLS  PAYABLE. 

Considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  341, 
34.3-345,  365,  375. 

BILLS  RECEIVABLE. 

Considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  343, 
345,  350,  365. 
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42  BLOCK  RATES— BONDHOLDERS. 

BLOCK  BATES. 

Block  rates  for  electricity  as  disoriminatorj  application  of  rate  for 
second  block  of  kilowatt  hours  result  in  greater  charge  for  less 
service,  see  Discbiminahoi^,  74. 

Substitution  of,  for  st^  rates  to  eliminate  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 75,  76. 

Rate  for  prepayment  meters  higher  than  standard  credit  meter 
block  rates,  see  Rates,  107. 

For  water,  see  Ratbs,  260. 

BOABB  OF  FBEBHOIiDEBS. 

Conduct  of,  as  to  repair  and  maintenance  of  bridge,  see  Bbidoes,  1. 

BOABD  OF  GAS     ELECTBIC  LIGHT  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions. 

BOABD  OF  PUBLIC  UTILITY  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions. 

BOABB  OF  BAILBOAD  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions. 

BOAT  LINE. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  restrain  relocation  by  rail- 
road of  terminal  for  transfer  of  freight  from  boat  line,  see 
Sehvige,  43. 

BOATS. 

Allowance  to  shipper  for  loading  commodity  from  boats  or  docks  to 
car,  see  Raiss,  199. 

BOILEBS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depbbciation,  1. 

BOND  DISCOUNT. 

Ad  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  61. 

Allowance  for,  in  reorganization  valuation,  see  Valuation,  35. 
Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  original  cobt,  see  Valiation,  86. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  123-125. 

BOND  ELECTION. 

Power  of  court  to  order  city  to  hold,  see  Specific  Performance,  L 

BONDHOLDEBS. 

Duty  to  give  utility  opportunity  to  furnish  adequate  service  before 

permitting  competition  for  protection  of  security  holders,  see 

Monopoly  and  Competition,  27. 
Voting  trust  in  reorganization  invalidated  by  undue  representation 

of,  see  Reorganization,  3. 
Validation  of  voting  trust  in  reorganization  by  displacing  1x>ndhold- 

ers  by  stockholders  as  trustees,  see  Reorganization,  4. 
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BONDS.  43 

Power  of  Commission  to  withhold  approTal  of  reorganization  plan 
until  provision  is  made  for  protection  of  nonassenting  sec^urlty 
holders,  see  Reokganizatiox,  7. 

Reorganization  plan  to  convert  bonds  into  stock  as  consistent  with 
Constitution  and  statutes  of  ^Missouri,  see  Security  Issues,  17. 

Bight  to  notice  of  application  for  authority  to  issue  additional 
bonds,  see  Security  Issues,  73. 

Price  received  at  foreclosure  sale  under  an  agreement  with,  as  meas- 
ure of  value,  see  Valuation,  64. 

BONDS. 

Time  for  filing  appeal  bond,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  1. 
.  Apportionment  of  interest  on  construction  bonds  between  municipal, 
electric,  and  water  plants,  see  Apportionment,  72. 

Indemnity  bonds  for  operation  of  jitney,  see  Automobiles,  12,  14, 
16. 

Effecting  consclidalion  by  purchase  of  stock  and  bonds,  see  CJonsol- 
IDATION,  Merger,  and  Sale,  6,  9,  32. 

Cancelation  of  vendor's  bonds  upon  purchase  of  stock,  see  Consoli- 
dation, Merger,  and  Sale,  6. 

Requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish  indemnity  bond  as  ar- 
bitrary class  legislation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  24,  26,  27, 
29. 

Statute  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish  indemnity  bonds 
as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
72. 

Injunction  against  operation  of  jitneys  for  failure  to  furish  indem- 
nity bonds,  see  Injunction,  3. 

In  suit  for  injunction,  see  Injunction,  4. 

Operation  of  jitney  bus  without  furnishing  indemnity  bond  as  pub- 
lic nuisance,  see  Nuisance,  1. 

Allowance  for  interest  on  construction  bonds  in  fixing  operating 
expenses  of  municipal  electric  plant,  see  Return,  19. 

Discount,  commissions  and  expenses  in  connection  with  approval, 
issuance,  and  sale  of  bonds  to  be  amortized,  see  Return,  25. 

Inability  to  pay  interest  on  bonds  as  indicating  that  rates  are  too 
low,  see  RarruBN,  149. 

Issuance  of,  see  generally,  Security  Issues. 

Conversion  of,  into  stock,  see  Security  Issues,  17-23. 

Issuance  of  stock  dividends  against  surplus  to  be  used  to  retire,  see 
Security  Issues,  26. 

Proportion  of  stock  to,  see  Securfty  Issues,  45-49. 

Sale  price  of,  see  Security  Issues,  50-54. 

Salability  of,  as  element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  security 
issues  for  construction  of  monorail  railroad,  see  Security  Is- 
sues, 71. 

Consideration  of  value  of,  in  ascertaining  cost  or  value  of  utility, 
see  Valuation,  27-34,  61-63. 

As  capital  obligations  in  railroad  reorganization  under  Missouri 
statute,  see  Valuation,  234. 
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44  BONUS— BREWERY. 

.Allowance  for  premiums  paid  on  bonds  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valu- 
ation, 384. 

Boinrs. 

stock  not  to  be  issued  as  bonus  with  bonds,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  10. 

Issuance  of  securities  as  bonus  upon  exchange  of  securities  on  re- 
organization, see  Security  Issues,  41. 

Consideration  of  bonuses,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation, 
82. 

BOOK  COST  OB  VALUE. 

Estimated  value  of  gas  plant  as  entirety  where  value  of  different 
classes  of  property  could  not  be  ascertained  from  book  charges, 
see  Valuation,  25. 

As  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  69-76. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valuation,  86. 

BOOKKEEPING. 

Consideration  of  expense  of  keeping  books  in  ascertaining  operating 
expense,  see  Return,  83,  84. 

BORDEB  UNE  TERRITOBT. 

Policy  of  Wisconsin  Commission  as  to  determining  claim  to  border 
line  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Compbtition,  9. 

BOROUGHS. 

See  Municipalities. 

BOTH  BIBECTIOHS. 

Telephone  rates  to  be  the  same  in  both  directions,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 121. 

BOXES. 

Installation  of  switch,  cut-out,  and  boxes  upon  wires  being  placed 
underground,  see  Service,  145. 

BRANCH  EXCHANGE. 

Rates  for  hotel  private  branch  telephone  exchange,  see  Rates,  240. 
In  hotels,  ownership  of  equipment,  see  Service,  244. 

BRANCH  LINE. 

Method  of  crediting  branch  line  passenger  traffic  with  proportion  of 
business  which  it  originates,  see  Apportionment,  28. 

Burden  of  proof  of  reasonableness  of  order  for  daily  operation  of 
two  passenger  trains  on  branch  line  of  railroad,  see  Evidenoe, 
6. 

Passenger  service  on,  see  Service,  197-204. 

BREWERY. 

Minimum  water  charge  for,  see  Rates,  272. 
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BRICK— BUILDINGS.  «6 

BBICK. 

Reparation  for  freight  paid  on,  in  ezceM  of  other  day  products,  see 
Rbpabation,  18. 

BRIDGES. 

Jurisdiction'  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  rebuild- 
ing city  bridge  used  by  a  street  railway,  see  Appostionment, 
83,  84. 

Basis  for  apportioning  cost  of  reconstructing  bridge  used  by  street 
railway,  see  Appqbtionmekt,  92,  9Z. 

Power  of  Maine  Commission  to  require  railroad  to  remove  cover 
over  bridge  obstructing  view  of  travelers  on  highway,  see 
Cbossings,  6« 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  duty  of  owner  of  canal  to  maintain  portion 
of  river  highway  bridge  which  spans  it,  see  Evidence,  1. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  915. 
Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

1.  A  long-continued  course  of  conduct  on  the  part  of  a  board  of 
chosen  freeholders  in  the  repair  and  maintenance  of  a  bridge  does  not 
raise  a  prescriptive  right  on  the  part  of  another  to  the  continuance  of 
such  maintenance,  but  may  be  taken  as  evidence  of  the  view  of  the 
board  as  to  its  rights  and  duties  with  respect  thereto.  Middlesex  Coun- 
ty V.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  968. 

2.  The  mere  fact  that  a  river  highway  bridge  owned  by  a  county 
also  spans  a  canal  does  not  establish  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  of  the  latter  water  way  to  maintain  that  portion  of  the  bridge 
which  crosses  it.  Middlesex  County  v.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  968. 

3.  A  railroad  is  under  no  obligation  to  maintain  a  highway  bridge 
over  a  natural  drain  although  lying  wholly  within  the  right  of  way, 
where  the  land  between  the  bridge  and  the  track  is  level  and  the  con- 
struction of  the  railroad  did  not  make  the  bridge  necessary.  Highway 
Comrs.  V.  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  1098. 

BRITISH  THERMAI.  UNIT. 

As  standard  for  gas,  see  Sebvige,  162. 

BROKERAGE. 

Allowance  for  brokerage  fees  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 123. 

BUILDINGS. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  buildings  owned  by  electric  utility  sup- 
plying several  communities,  see  Apportionment,  8,  8a. 

Right  to  allow  discount  for  lighting  separate  buildings  of  one  con- 
sumer, see  Rates,  7. 

Combination  of  electrical  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to 
secure  reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38. 

Minimum  charge  against  each  house  on  same  lot,  see  Rates,  96. 
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46  BUILDING  UP  BUSINESS— BUSINESS   DISTRICT. 

Separate  water  charges  to  tenants  in  one  building  using  one  set  of 

fixttUcesV  see  Ratss,  258. 
Classification  of  water  service  for  city  buildings,  see  Rates,  259.' 
Allowance  for  overhead  expenses  for  buildings,  see  Valuation,  108. 
Valuation  of,  duplicated  by  consolidation,  see  Valuation,  275. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  319-321. 
Consideration  of  option  to  pnrchase  building  and  apply  rent,  see 

Valuation,  493. 

BUIIiDING  UP  BUSINESS. 

See  Development  Cost. 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

See  KviDENCE,  1-16. 

BUREAU  OF  RATES  AND  TARIFFS. 

Presumption  of  validity  of  rate  schedule  accepted  for  filing  by,  see 
Evidence,  2. 

BUSINESS. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  good  for  electric  utility  on  condition 
that  persons  doing  business  in  the  state  have  preference  in  serv- 
ice, see  Cebtificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  2, 

Classifications  of  business  for  prescribing  railroad  rales,  see  Con- 
*  stitutional  Law,  21. 

Single  electric  meter  for  residence  and  business  consumption  at 
same  premises,  see  Discrimination,  82. 

Lower  water  rates  for  residences  than  for  commercial  use  as  unlaw- 
ful discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  124. 

Development  of,  as  test  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  as  depend- 
ent upon  the  value  of  the  service,  see  Rates,  64. 

Extension  of  telephone  service  so  as  to  enable  consumers  to  attend 
to,  see  Service,  54. 

Consideration  of  growth  of  business  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
33. 

Valuation  of  property  used  to  attract  business,  see  Valuation,  282, 
283. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  attaching  business,  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valuation,  433,  438. 

BUSINESS  CONDITIONS. 

Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  approve  increase  in  railroad 
rates  to  stimulate  business  conditions,  see  Bates.  1G. 

Consideration  of  adverse  economic  conditions,  in  fixing  return  for 
street  railway,  see  Rbturn,  10. 

Utility  to  bear  loss  incident  to  general  business  depression,  see 
Return,  167. 

BUSINESS  DISTRICT. 

Duty  of  street  railway  to  stop  cars  at  middle  of  blocks  in  business 
district  of  city,  see  Service,  226. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


BUSINESS  ENTERPRISE— CALIFORNIA.  47 

BUSINESS  SNTERPBI8E. 

Fixing  return  for  utility  by  comparison  with  returns  from  ordinary 
commercial  enterprise,  see  Retubn,  166. 

BUSINESS  BATES. 

Propriety  of  having  business  telephones  bear  portion  of  rate  increase 
where  residence  rate  is  below  coet  of  service,  see  Discrimina- 
Tiox,  120. 

Rates  for  electricity  for  stores,  see  Rates,  134. 

For  telephones,  see  Rates,  224-226,  230,  248. 

BUSINESS  SCHOOL. 

Reduced  rates  to  students  attending  private  business  school  oper- 
ated for  profit  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Disohimination, 
39. 

BUSINESS  SITES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  over  the  leasing  of  industry 
sites  for  conducting  private  business,  see  Commissioits,  36. 

BUSINESS  SUBSCBIBEBS. 

Free  residence  telephone  service  to  business  subscribers  as  unlawful 

discrimination,  see  Disobimination,  62. 
See  also  Business  Rates. 

BUS  LINES. 

See  Automobiles. 

BUSY  LINES. 

Telephone  operator  not  to  call  subscriber  who  finds  line  busy,  see 
Sebvige,  269. 

BY-PBOBUCTS. 

Rates  for  commercial  electric  power  as  by-product,  see  Rates,  117. 
Development   of  by-product  as  factor   to  be  considered   in   fixing 

freight  rate  upon  it,  see  Rates,  188. 
Obtained  by  converting  coal  into  gas  not  to  be  included  in  allowance 

for  materials  and  supplies  in  gas  valuation,  see  Valuation, 

353. 

CABLES. 

See  WiBES  AND  Cablbs. 

OALENDAB  YEAB. 

Construction  of  phrase,  see  Patmeptt,  16. 

CALIFOBNIA. 

Necessity  for  rehearing  of  Commission  order  before  resort  to  courts, 

see  Appeal  and  Review,  10-12. 
Determination  of  jurisdiction  of  Conunission  over  defendant  as  a 

utility,  not  limited  by  pleadings,  see  Commissions,  8. 
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48  CANALS— CANDLE  POWER. 

f 

Power  of  Commissions  to  value  nonutilitv  property  which  a  utility 
proposes  to  acquire,  sec  Cocmmissions,  35. 

Applicability  of  statute,  prohibiting  sale  or  encumbrance  of  utility 
property,  to  transfer  in  favor  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the 
state,  see  Consoudatiox,  Merqek,  and  Sale,  4. 

Contract  fixing  rates  as  affecting  power  of  Commission  to  regulate 
rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  44,  51,  52. 

Telephone  line  for  use  of  all  persons  at  public  resort  as  public  utili- 
ty under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities,  29. 

Individuals  supplying  neighbors  with  water  for  compensation  as 
public  utility  within  California  Public  Utilities  Act,  see  Pub- 
lic Utilities,  32. 

Water  company  selling  water  to  a  town  for  resale  as  a  public  utility 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  California,  see  Public 
Utiuties,  36. 

Time  for  filing  petition  for  rehearing  under  California  statute,  see 
Reheabing,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  reissuance  of  stock  bought  in  by 
utility  at  an  assessment  sale,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  5. 

Validity  of  stock  issued  without  authorization  of  Commission,  see 
Secubitt  Issues,  11. 

Policy  of  California  Commission  not  to  authorize  stock  to  be  sold 
at  less  than  80  to  85  applicable  to  reissue  of  stock  bought  at 
an  assessment  sale,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  52. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  extension  of  water  mains  for 
the  purpose  of  fire  protection,  see  Sebvice,  17,  18. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  physical  connection  between  tele- 
phones, see  Sebvice,  31. 

Efl'ect  of  a  statute  forbidding  employees  from  reccivinjr  or  trans- 
mitting train  orders  by  telegraph  or  telephone,  see  Service,  42. 

Power  of  California  Commission  to  order  reconstruction  and  opera- 
tion of  abandoned  branch  of  railroad,  see  Sebvice,  47-49. 

CAXALS. 

Duty  to  repair  county  bridge  crossing  canal,  see  Bridges,  2. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  duty  of  owner  to  maintain  portion  of  river 

highway  bridge  which  spans  it,  see  Evidence,  1. 
Not  operating  property  until  placed  in  service,  see  Valuation,  261. 

CAHCELATION. 

Grounds  for  canceling  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  see 

Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  20,  21. 
Of  preferred  stock  by  issuance  of  bonds,  see  Secubity  Issues,  27. 

CAHCEIJBD  CHECK. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  76. 

CANDLE  POWER. 

Standards  for  gas,  see  Sebvice,  162. 
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GAFITAI.. 

Purchase  price  in  excess  of  value  not  to  be  chargeable  to,  see  Con- 
solidation, Merger,  and  Sale,  30. 

Prudently  invested  although  financial  results  are  not  promising, 
see  Ketubn,  141. 

Utility  return  should  be  sufficient  to  encourage  investment  of  capi- 
tal, see  Retubn,  162,  156-168. 

Excess  price  over  value  upon  purchase  of  property,  not  to  be 
charged  to  capital  or  operating  expenses,  but  amortized  out  of 
income  or  charged  to  profit  and  loss,  see  SecubitY  Issxtes,  40. 

Honestly  and  prudently  invested  as  factor  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 41. 

Items  chargeable  to,  see  Valuation,  224-242. 

Working  capital  as  not  to  include  construction  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 347. 

CA1PIT4LIZATION. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  to  determine,  in  reorganiza- 
tion, see  Reobganezation,  5. 

Consideration  of,  in  passing  upon  question  of  reorganization  of  street 
railways,  see  Reorganization,  6. 

Rates  not  based  on,  see  Security  Issues,  38. 

Of  earnings,  consideration  of,  in  reorganization  valuation,  see  Valu- 
ation, 35. 

Capitalization  allowed  in  reorganization  proceeding  not  binding  on 
Missouri  Commission  in  rate  proceeding,  see  Valuation,  118. 

Of  franchises,  see  Valuation,  449-457. 

Right  to  value  water  rights  on  the  basis  of  capitalization  of  detri- 
ment to  lower  riparian  irrigated  land,  see  Valuation,  468. 

Saving  in  water  over  steam  as  basis  of  valuing  water  power,  see 
Valuation,  472-479. 

CAPITAL  STOCK. 

See  Stock. 

CAB  BABN  S. 

Apportionment  of  costs  of,  between  different  street  car  lines,  see 
Apportionment,  34. 

CARETAKERS. 

Discrimination  in  charging  summer  hotels  same  flat  rate  as  charged 
other  hotels,  where  hotel  is  occupied  in  winter  by  caretakers, 
see  Discrimination,  106. 

CAR  HOITSES. 

Street  car  inspection  and  maintenance  not  to  be  carried  on  in  large 
number  of,  see  Return,  62. 

CARI.OAD. 

Necessity  of  fixing  freight  rate  for  products  in  less  than  carload 
quantities,  see  Rates,  196. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 4. 
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60  CAR  MILE— CARS. 

Refund  of  charge  based  on  minimum  carload  weight  in  exo^as  of 

actual  weight,  see  Reparation,  2. 
Refund  of  charges  for  two  shipments  in  car  in  excess  of  combined 

weight  of  separate  shipments  equaling  carload  minimiun,  sec 

Reparation,  4. 
Minimum  weight  on  furnishing  railroad  car  of  greater  carrying 

capacity  than  ordered,  see  Rates,  189. 

CAB  MII.I:. 

As  basis  for  apportioning  expenses  of  passenger  trafGc  on  steam 
railroads,  see  Apportionment,  26. 

CARRIERS. 

See  also  Automobiles;  Interurban  Railways;  Railroads;  Street 

Railways. 
Operation  of  automobile  as  common  carriers,  see  Automobiles. 
Power  of  state  to  declare  jitney  buses  operating  in  city  as  oonuaoii 

carriers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  71. 
Extension  of  credit  by  interstate  carrier  as  unlawful  discrimination, 

see  Discrimination,  157,  158. 
Interstate  operation  of,  see  Interstate  Commerce. 
Taxicab  as  common  carrier,  see  Public  Utilities,  1,  3. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  generally,  Appendix  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
916. 

Annotation  on  nature  of  connecting  carriers  as  affecting  character 
of  shipment  as  interstate  or  intrastate,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  153. 

1.  A  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  passengers  at  a  5-cent  fare  over 
city  streets  and  making  regular  morning  and  evening  trips,  cannot  be 
operated  without  the  consent  of  the  local  authorities  and  without  a 
certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  as  required  by  §  26  of  the 
Transportation  Corporations  law,  although  the  only  passengers  are 
employees  of  one  factory  who  ride  as  members  of  a  mutual  transporta- 
tion club.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Fox,  P.U.R.1916E,  1051  (S. 
C.  160  N.Y.  Supp.  59). 

CARRYING  CHARGE. 

By  supply  company,  as  operating  expense,  see  Return,  100. 

CARS. 

See  also  Sleeping  Cars. 

Furnishing  cars  to  some  patrons  and  not  to  others  as  discrimina- 
tion, see  Discrimination,  134. 

Mandamus  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  company  to  comply 
with  order  of  Commission  relative  to  furnishing  sufficient  car^ 
for  passengers,  see  Mandamus,  8. 

Minimum  weight  on  furnishing  railroad  car  of  greater  carrying 
capacity  than  ordered,  see  Rates,  189. 

Charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting  live  stock  cars,  see  Ratrs^  204. 

Refund  on  furnishing  cars  smaller  than  those  ordered,  see  Rgpara- 
TION,  2. 
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JCefuod  61  diarges  for  two  shipments  in  ear  in  eoccees  of  combined 
weight  of  separate  shipments  equaling  carload  minimum,  see 
Reparation,  4. 

Character,  operating,  and  repair  of  street  cars  as  affecting  operat- 
ing expenses,  see  Retubn,  46-53. 

Loss  due  to  idle  cars,  as  operating  expense,  see  Rktubn,  65. 

Cleaning  and  fumigating  interurban  cars,  see  Sebviob,  166. 

Equipment  of  cars  for  shipment  of  lumber,  see  Service,  212-214. 

Right  to  require  street  railway  to  designate  doors  for  entrance  and 
exit,  see  Service,  227. 

Crowded  cars  during  rush  hours  on  street  railways,  see  Service, 
230-232. 

Table  showing  lives  of  unit  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

CAB  SHOPS. 

Apportionment  of  costs  of,  between  different  street  car  lines,  see 

ApFOBTiaNMENT,  34. 

CASE. 

Application  for  order  authorizing  increase  in  rates  as  a  "case*' 
within  Commission  rule  requiring  notice  of  hearing,  see  Pbo- 
CEDUBE,  4. 

CASH. 

Allowance  for  cash  as  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  348,  350, 
364. 

CASH  DEPOSIT. 

See  Deposit. 

CASUALTIES. 

Right  to  return  to  provide  against  casualties,  see  Return,  107-109. 

CASUALTY  IN SUBAHCE. 

See  Insurance. 

CEBCEITT. 

Right  of  shippers  of  cement  to  complain  of  rates  on  mixed  ship- 
ments, see  Parties,  7. 

CEMEHT  PLANT. 

Special  rates  on  crushed  stone  made  by  cement  plant  as  authorized 
by  Iowa  Code,  see  Discrimination,  64. 

CENTRAL  OFFICE. 

Allowance  for  depreciation  of  central  office  telephone  equipment,  see 

Depreciation,  87. 
Basis   for   apportioning  central  office  expenses  between  different 

classes  of  telephone  service,  see  Apportionment,  37-41,  44,  45, 

50,  52,  54. 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  COKVEHIEHCE  AND  NECESSITT. 

7.  In  general,  1^2a. 
II.  Jurisdiction  of  ComniiMion,  8,  4. 
Ill,  Necessity  far,  t^ll. 

IV »  Grounds  for  granting  or  refusing,  12^10 • 
F.  Cancelation  of,  20,  21. 

Abstract  of  oases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.UJ1.1916F,  p.  917. 

/.  In  general. 

For  operation  of  automobiles  as  common  carriers,  see  Automobiles,  6- 
11. 

Refusal  of  certificate  of  convenience  to  corporation  having  received,  prior 
to  enactment  of  Public  Service  law,  a  franchise  to  furnish  electricity 
in  occupied  territory  as  contravening  constitutional  rights,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  43. 

Power  of  state  to  require  operator  of  jitney  buses  to  secure  certificates 
of  convenience  and  necessity  from  Commissions,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  71. 

For  construction  of  electric  transmission  lines,  see  Electricity. 

For  auto  bus  line  in  city  as  part  of  a  route  over  a  rural  state  highway, 
see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  7. 

To  enter  occupied  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition. 

Pending  court  appeal  from  order  denying  right  to  operate  without  cer- 
tificate of  convenience,  as  afi'ecting  right  to  interpose  claim  of  right 
to  operate  in  subsequent  proceeding,  see  Orders,  5. 

Electric  company  delivering  current  in  foreign  slate  to  domestic  rain- 
ing companies  as  requiring  certificate,  see  Public  Utilities,  6. 

Mutual  telephone  company  as  public  utility  requiring,  see  Public  Utiui- 
TIES,  19,  21. 

Mining  company  selling  electricity  as  requiring,  see  Public  Utilitibs, 
39. 

For  extension  of  street  railway  line,  see  Street  Railways,  5. 

For  rural  telephone  exchange,  see  Telephones,  1. 

1.  Priority  will  determine  which  of  two  applications  for  certificates 
of  convenience  and  necessity  to  construct  plants  in  the  same  territory 
will  be  granted,  if  all  other  facts  and  circumstances  are  equal.  Re  Wil- 
cox  (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916C,  35. 

2.  The  Vermont  Commission  granted  a  certificate  of  public  good  for 
an  electric  utility  on  condition  that  its  articled  of  incorporation  con- 
tain a  provision  to  the  effect  that  residents,  municipalities,  and  persons 
doing  business  in  the  state  should  have  a  preference  in  service.  Re 
Thompson    (Vt.)    P.U.R.1916E,  232. 

2a.  Permission  was  granted  to  an  electric  utility  to  construct  and 
operate  an  incompleted  electric  plant  in  a  town  upon  condition  that 
it  purchase  the  rights  of  the  owner.  Re  Giguere  (X.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
30. 
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II,  Jurisdiction  of  Commission. 

Power  of  CommiBsion  to  grant  certificate  upon  condition  that  opera- 
tion be  confined  to  part  of  territory  not  served  by  others,  see  Com- 
missions, 34. 

3.  Although,  under  the  Missouri  Constitution,  a  municipality  has 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  terms  and  conditions  of  an  ordinance 
granting  a  franchise  to  a  street  railway  company  to  operate  within 
its  limits,  nevertheless  the  Commission,  befere  issuing  a  certificate 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity,  may,  under  the  police  power  of 
the  state,  determine  whether  such  terms  and  conditions  harmoAize 
ivith  the  police  power  of  the  state;  whether  they  are  consistent  with 
the  valid  general  laws  of  the  state ;  whether  they  are  consistent  with  the 
laws  of  the  state  under  which  the  applicant  is  incorporated;  whether 
the  applicant  is  willing  and  financially  able  to  render  reasonable  and 
proper  service;  and  whether  public  convenience  and  necessity  require 
the  service.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R. 
693). 

4.  The  Missouri  Commission  cannot  consider,  on  an  application 
for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to  exercise  a  street  rail- 
way franchise,  provisions  in  the  franchise  for  municipal  profit-sharing 
and  eventual  ownership,  for  an  unlimited  and  indefinite  franchise,  and 
for  inadequate  extensions,  street  paving,  and  right  of  forfeiture,  and 
that  there  is  no  provision  requiring  consent  of  abutting  owners,  since 
they  are  within  the  consent  given  by  the  local  authorities  under  the 
constitutional  provision  (art.  12,  §  20)  that  no  law  shall  be  passed 
granting  the  right  to  operate  a  street  railway  unless  the  local  authori- 
ties first  consent.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  644  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S. 
C.  R.  593). 

Ill,  Necessity  for. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for  hire 
employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carriebs,  1. 

Utility  authorized  to  operate  throughout  a  town  not  obliged  to  secure 
approval  to  operate  in  village  carvod  out  of  such  town,  see  Fran- 
chises, 17. 

Necessity  for  certificate  of  convenience  for  establishment  of  municipal 
plant  for  municipal  use,  see  Municipal  Plants,  1. 

Necessity  for,  for  construction  by  a  lumber  company  of  a  tramway 
across  a  public  highway,  see  Public  Utilities,  31. 

5.  Mining  companies  are  not  required  to  own  the  foreign  part  of  an 
interstate  transmission  line  in  order  to  come  within  the  exceptions  to 
the  statute,  which  exempts  mining  companies  owning  their  own  trans- 
mission lines  from  the  necessity  of  procuring  certificates  of  convenience. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  144. 

0.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  is  not  required  for  the 
exercise  of  the  right  to  lay  intcrurban  railroad  tracks  in  a  city  to  con- 
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nect  such  roads  with  industries  and  docks,  where  tiiis  amounts  to  a  mere 
extension  of  the  franchise  and  contracts  under  which  the  roads  arc  oper- 
ating. Warren  v.  Chicago,  S.  B.  &  N.  I.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  703. 

7.  Nonuser  of  valid  rights  granted  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Pub- 
lic Service  Company  law  does  not  render  the  corporation  a  mere  ''pro- 
posed" public  service  company  required  to  obtain  a  certificate  of  con- 
venience, although  the  statute  declares  that  the  term  "public  service 
company"  includes  those  "doing  business"  in  the  state,  where  the  stat- 
ute saves  the  rights  that  every  public  service  company  "might  possess" 
at  the  time  of  its  passage,  and  where  the  attorney  general  has  refused 
an  application  for  quo  warranto  to  test  whether  the  rights  were  lost 
by  nonuser.  Citizens*  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  v.  Jenkins  Twp.  Elec- 
tric Light,  H.  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  688. 

8.  Operation  of  an  electric  plant  prior  to  the  Idaho  Public  Utilities 
act  does  not  relieve  the  utility  from  procuring  a  certificate  of  con- 
venience and  necessity  for  extension  into  new  territory  within  the  coun- 
ty not  contiguous  to  the  plant,  under  the  proviso  of  §  48(a),  that  a 
certificate  is  not  required  for  an  extension  into  a  county  "within  which 
it  shall  have  lawfully  theretofore  commenced  operation,"  particularly 
where  it  is  further  provided  that  unserved  territory  into  which  ex- 
tension is  permitted  without  a  certificate  must  be  eonti<?iiou8  to  the 
plant.    Roberts  v.  Ashton  &  St.  A.  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1016D,  365. 

9.  A  public  service  corporation  cannot  exercise  its  powers  or  fran- 
chises until  after  it  has  received  a  certificate  of  public  convenience, 
where  its  charter  was  not  recorded  until  after  the  e/Tective  date  of  the 
statute  (act  of  July  26,  1913,  act.  III.  §  2)  requiring  the  certificate, 
although  letters  patent  were  issued  before  that  time.  Re  Anibridge 
Borough  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916B,  432. 

10.  An  electric  utility  cannot  serve  the  public  in  a  borough  without 
a  certificate  of  public  convenience  from  the  Pennsylvania  Commission, 
either  by  virtue  of  a  franchise  granted  by  the  borough  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Public  Service  Company  law  or  of  a  resolution  of  the 
town  council  approved  by  the  Burgess  subsequent  to  that  date.  Citi- 
zens' Electric  Illiuninating  Co.  v.  Consumers'  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  711. 

11.  Money  expended  under  a  franchise  before  securing  a  certificate 
of  convenience  is  at  the  company's  risk  where  the  statute  prohibits  a 
utility  from  exercising  any  right  or  privilege  under  a  franchise  "with- 
out first  having  obtained  from  the  Commission  a  certificate  that  public 
convenience  and  necessity  require  the  exercise  of  such  right  or  privi- 
lege."    Re  Sierra  Electric  Power  Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F,  720. 

JV.  Grounds  for  granting  or  refusing, 

12.  In  passing  upon  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  good 
for  a  hydroelectric  power  and  distribution  plant,  the  Vermont  Commis- 
sion will  not  consider  objections  of  landowners  that  the  utility  will  be 
obliged  to  acquire  land  by  condemnation,  and  that  it  has  no  power  so 
to  do.    Re  Thompson  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  232. 

13.  On  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  good  for  a  hydro- 
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electric  power  and  distribution  plant  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  the 
company,  the  Vermont  Commission  declined  to  pass  upon  objections 
that  the  proposed  plan  of  development  was  impracticable,  and  that  the 
expense  was  prohibitive,  where  the  evidence  was  c<mtradictory,  the  ar- 
ticles of  association  did  not  limit  the  proposed  corporation  to  any 
particular  plan  of  development,  and  the  Commission  was  satisfied  that 
some  plan  of  hydroelectric  development  was  feasible  at  the  points  in- 
dicated, since  ihe  feasibility  of  the  plan  of  development  could  be  con- 
sidered in  passing  upon  the  issuance  of  securities  necessary  to  finance 
the  corporation.    Re  Thompson  (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916E,  232. 

14.  That  a  hydroelectric  power  plant  will  impair  the  scenic  beauty 
of  the  river  is  not  controlling  in  passing  upon  an  application  for  a 
certificate  of  public  good.     Re  Thompson   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916E,  232. 

15.  A  certificate  of  convenience  will  not  be  granted  to  exercise  privi- 
leges under  franchises  subject  to  forfeiture  for  failure  of  the  company 
to  commence  operations.  Re  Sierra  Electric  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
191 6F,  720. 

16.  The  California  Commission  refused  a  certificate  of  convenience 
to  a  company  to  exercise  privileges  under  certain  franchises  to  con- 
struct and  operate  a  hydroelectric  plant  and  distributing  system,  where 
it  was  convinced  that  the  undertaking  could  not  be  successful  on  ac- 
count of  the  small  demand  for  electric  energy  and  the  existence  of  an- 
other utility  having  a  large  surplus  of  available  energy.  Re  Sierra 
Electric  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  720. 

17.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  a  gas  plant  should 
be  granted  to  one  who  has  assured  himself  of  the  feasibility  of  tlie 
enterprise,  has  the  necessary  capital  at  his  command,  and  will  not  have 
to  bond  the  plant  unduly,  and  who  will  build  it  within  a  definite  time, 
in  preference  to  a  promoter  who  merely  wishes  to  get  control  of  the 
field  so  as  to  enlist  capital.    Re  Wilcox   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916C,  35. 

18.  A  preliminary  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  the 
construction  of  a  gas  plant  will  not  be  granted,  although  a  properly  or- 
ganized system  might  be  made  useful  and  profitable,  where  applicant 
has  submitted  a  highly  inflated  estimate  of  cost,  no  steps  have  been 
taken  to  secure  a  franchise,  and  applicant  has  not  shown  his  ability  to 
finance  the  project.     Re  Forney   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  786. 

19.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  the  constructipn 
of  a  railroad  was  not  granted  where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  railroad 
was  necessary  to  or  desired  by  the  public,  or  would  be  a  particular 
convenience  either  to  the  public  or  to  intersecting  railroads,  that  the 
undertaking  had  been  deliberated  fully  and  developed  into  definite  plats 
and  plans,  that  the  applicant  was  able  to  finance  the  undertaking,  that 
the  applicant  w^as  reasonably  skilful  and  learned  in  the  technique,  and 
that  the  expected  revenue  would  yield  an  equitable  return  to  investors. 
Re  Valley  Park,  St.  L.  k  E.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  915. 

F.  CanoelaUon  of, 

20.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  electrical  operation 
in  separate  communities  may  be  canceled  in  so  far  as  one  of  them 
has  not  been  served,  and  a  certificate  granted  to  another,  where  there 
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is  an  absolute  necessity  and  immediate  demand  for  energy  by  the 
unserved  community  which  has  not  enough  business  for  two  companies, 
and  the  existing  company  cannot  give  service  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Roberts  v.  Ashton  &  St.  A.  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  365. 

21.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to  supply  electricity 
will  not  be  canceled  on  the  ground  that  the  failure  to  supply  power  to 
prospective  users  for  the  pending  irrigation  season  will  cause  them 
financial  loss  and  inconvenience,  where  the  utility  offers  to  install  free 
temporary  power  imtil  it  can  finish  building  its  system,  and  where  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  users  requested  power  in  sufficient  time  to 
enable  the  utility  to  make  delivery.  Roberts  v.  Ashton  &  St.  A.  Power 
Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916D,  365. 


CERTIFICATES  OF  SAFETY. 

Right  of  utility  to  require  certificate  of  safety  of  consumer's  equip- 
ment from  board  of  fire  underwriters,  see  Sebvice,  152. 

CERTIORARI. 

Necessity  for  rehearing  as  condition  to  review  by  certiorari,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  11,  12. 

Amount  ordered  set  aside  for  depreciation  not  reduced  pending  cer- 
tiorari to  review  legality  of  order,  see  Procedure,  1. 

1.  Certiorari  is  a  common-law  writ  which  issues  in  the  sound  judi- 
cial discretion  of  the  court  to  an  inferior  court,  not  to  take  the  place 
of  a  writ  of  error  or  an  appeal,  but  to  cause  the  entire  record  of  the 
inferior  court  to  be  brought  up  by  certified  copy  for  inspection,  in 
order  that  the  superior  court  may  determine  from  the  face  of  the 
record  whether  the  inferior  court  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  or  has 
not  proceeded  according  to  the  essential  requirements  of  the  law,  in 
cases  where  no  direct  appellate  proceedings  are  provided  by  law.  State 
V.  Live  Oak,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  524  (S.  C.  —  Fla.  — ,  70  So. 
550). 

2.  On  certiorari  the  court  issuing  the  writ  considers  only  the  face 
of  the  record  of  the  inferior  court.  Matters  in  pais  are  not  within  the 
purview  of  the  writ.  State  v.  Live  Oak,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
524  (S.  C.  —  Fla.  — ,  70  So.  550). 

3.  A  petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings  and 
judgment  of  a  court  should  make  it  appear  that  an  illegal  proceeding 
appears  by  the  face  of  the  record  complained  of.  State  v.  Live  Oak, 
P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  524  (S.  C.  —  Fla.  — ,  70  So.  550). 

4.  Where  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  affirming  a  judgment 
of  the  county  judge's  court,  considered  with  reference  to  the  pleadings 
and  record  proper  in  the  county  judge's  court,  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  essential  requirements  of  law,  the  judgment  of  afiirmance  may  be 
quashed  on  certiorari.  State  v.  Live  Oak,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
524  (S.  C.  —  Fla.  — ,  70  So.  550). 

6.  Certiorari  does  not  lie  to  review  an  intermediate  order  of  the 
California  Commission  which  merely  overrules  a  demurrer  alleging 
that  the  defendant  is  not  a  public  utility,  and  consequently  not  subject 
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to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.     Holabird  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
sion, P.U.R.1W6C,  468  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  154  Pac.  831). 

6.  Review  by  certiorari  of  a  rate  order,  as  provided  by  §  67  of  the 
Public  Utilities  act,  cannot  be  had  where  petitioners  have  not  made 
timely  application  to  the  Commission  for  a  rehearing,  as  exprci^sly  re- 
quired by  §  66  of  the  act.  Clemmons  ▼.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916F,  469  (8.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  159  Pac.  713). 

CHAIRMAN  OF  COMMISSION. 

Effect  of  statement  of  chairman  as  to  effect  of  Commission  rule^  see 
Evidence,  27. 

CHARACTEB  OF  SERVICE. 

As  affecting  return,  see  Retvbn,  163,  164. 

CHARGES. 

See  generally  Rates. 

Refund  of  excessive,  see  Repabation. 

CHARITABLE  INSTITUTIONS. 

Reduced  rates  to  churches  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 27. 

Schools  as  charitable  or  benevolent  purpose  within  meaning  of 
Maine  statute  authorizing  free  service,  see  Discrimination,  29. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  carry  freight  at  free 
or  reduced  rates  to  hospital  maintained  as  charitable  institu- 
tion by  employees  relief  association,  see  Discrimination,  30. 

CHARTERS. 

See  also  Franchises. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  authorized  by  charter,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  31-40. 

Validity  of  statute  requiring  street  railway  to  make  reasonable  ex- 
tensions ordered  by  Commission  where  charter  authorizes  com- 
pany to  determine  where  its  lines  shall  be  built,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  41. 

Requiring  cities  to  bear  portion  of  cost  of  abolishing  grade  cross- 
ings when  railroad  charter  imposes  duty  not  to  obstruct  high- 
way as  impairing  contract  obligation,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  42. 

Refusal  of  certificate  of  convenience  to  corporation  having  received, 
prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Service  law,  a  franchise  to  furn- 
ish electricity  in  occupied  territory  as  contravening  constitu- 
tional ri^ts,  see  Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Reorganization  plan  and  agreement  regarded  as  part  of  new  charter, 
see  Reorganization,  2. 

Charter  provision  preventing  municipality  from  fixing  rates  to 
produce  less  than  10  per  cent  return  as  affecting  power  of 
Commission  to  fix  lower  rates,  see  Return,  13. 
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Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  railroad  company  authorized 
to  build  and  maintain  railroad  to  provide  adequate  passenger 
service,  see  Sebyice,  45. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  rebuilding  of  abandoned  railroad  line 
acquired  from  predecessor  where  carrier  would  be  obliged  to 
amend  its  charter  to  comply  with  the  order,  see  Sebvice,  49. 

Duty  of  turnpike  company  to  fulfill  charter  obligation,  tee  Sebvice, 
270. 

CHECKING. 

See  Pabcels. 

CHECKS. 

Consideration  of  canceled  checks  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 76. 

CHUiDREH. 

Right  to  require  railroads  to  transport  children  under  5  years  of 

age  free,  see  Discbihination,  40. 
Right  of  Massachusetts  Commission  to  reduce  street  railway  fares 

for  school  children  below  statutory  rate,  see  Ratbs,  22. 
Intemrban  railway  fare  for,  see  Rates,  152,  153. 
Railroad  fare  for,  see  Rates,  172. 
Street  railway  fares  for,  see  Rates,  211,  212. 

CHURCHES. 

Reduced  rates  to  churches  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  DiSCBiK- 
I  nation,  27. 

CXRCUIT  BREAKERS. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  to  furnish,  see  Sebvicte,  133. 

CITIES. 

See  Municipalities. 

CFTT  SUBSCRIBERS. 

Basis  for  apportioning  operating  expenses,  between  eltj  and  rural 
subscribers,  see  Appobtionment,  42,  56,  59. 

CIVIC  ASSOCIATION. 

As  proper  party  to  a  complaint  demanding  railroad  passenger  depot, 
see  Pabties,  5. 

CIVIL  ACTION. 

Mandamus  as  "civil  action"  within  meaning  of  statutes  providing 
for  removal  of  causes  from  a  state  to  a  Federal  court,  see  Re- 
moval OF  Causes.  1. 
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CUOM. 

Power  ol  New  York  Commission  to  impound  purchase  money  to  se- 
cure claim  for  damages,  see  Consolidation,  Mkbgkb,  and  ^ale, 
16. 

Protection  of  unsecured  claims  in  reorganization,  see  Reobgani- 
ZATION,  1. 

Security  issue  to  capitalize  receiver's  claim,  see  Secubity  Issues, 
43. 

CJJLBBTFICATIOJX. 

Separate  classification  of  residence  and  commercial  service  as  dis- 
crimination, see  Discrimination,  81,  82. 
Rig^t  to  classify  rural  party  line  service  as  between  business  and 

residence,  see  Rates,  230. 
Municipal  water  service  classed  with  commercial  and  industrial 
service,  see  Rates,  269. 

CLASS  LEGISLATION. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  21-29. 

GLASS  RATES. 

Basis  of  formulation  for  railroad,  see  Rates,  183. 

GLAT. 

Rate  for,  see  Rates,  194. 

GLEAmNO. 

Charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting  live  stock  cars,  see  Raiks,  204. 
Poor  operating  economy  in  not  cleaning  street  cars,  see  RiTUftN,  53. 
Water  rates  prohibiting  use  sufficient  for,  see  Ratss,  254. 
Cleaning  and  fumigating  interurban  street  cars,  see  Sebvioe,  166. 

CLEARANCES. 

Power  of  Minnesota  Commission  to  permit  construction  of  tempo- 
rary switching  track  with  less  than  statutory  clearance,  see 
Commissions;  33. 

Relocation  of  street  railway  tracks  on  highway  to  provide  clearance 
for  safe  operation  and  highway  travel,  see  Stbeet  Railways,  3. 

CLERKS. 

Fact  that  clerk  rather  than  president  of  village  trustees  put  motion 
and  took  vote  as  affecting  validity  of  franchise,  see  Franchises, 
8. 

CLUBS. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Casbiebs,  1. 

Validity  of  contract  for  lower  round  trip  fare  to  club  members  to  a 
club  house,  see  Constitutional  Law,  46. 
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COAL. 

Apportionment  to  ascertain  cost  of  transporting  ooal,  see  Appob- 

TIONMENT,   14. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for  transportation  of,  see  Discriminatiow, 
100,  101. 

Furnishing  cars  to  one  coal  operator  and  not  to  another  as  discrim- 
ination, see  DlSC?EIMINATION,  134. 

Jurisdiction  of  Montana  Commission  over  company  engaged  solely 
in  mining  coal,  see  Public  UTn.iTiES,  9. 

Freight  rates  on,  see  Rates,  190,  191. 

Through  route  and  joint  rates  for  transportation  of  coal,  see  Rates, 
193. 

Consideration  of  estimates  by  experts  as  to  cost  of  hanling  commodi- 
ties, see  Return,  41,  42. 

Cost  of  coal  to  keep  up  steam  as  precaution  against  failure  of  water 
power  as  chargeable  to  water  power  and  not  to  steam  produc- 
tion, see  RirruBN,  64. 

Allowance  of  working  capital  to  provide  for  coal,  see  Valuation, 
346,  352. 

COAL  LANDS. 

Allowance  for  investment  in  coal  lands,  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valuation,  272. 

COLLATERAL  ATTACK. 

Upon  right  to  u)aintain  switch  track  in  street  constructed  under 
municipal  authority,  see  Pbocedure,  6. 

COLLECTOR. 

Right  to  require  telephone  company  to  establish  office  or  te  send 
collectors  to  receive  payment  of  bills,  see  Payment,  28. 

COLORADO. 

Power  of  Commission  to  apportion  to  a  county  or  municipality  part 
of  expense  of  eliminating  a  grade  crossing,  see  Apportionment, 
81. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  railroads  to  fence  their  tracks,  see 
Commissions,  20. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  steam,  see  Commis- 
sions, 24. 

Power  of  Commission  to  abolish  reduced  rates  prescribed  by  fran- 
chise ordinance,  see  Constitutional  Law,  35,  36. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  r^ulate  operation  of  automobiles  at 
railway  crossings,  see  Crossings,  4. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  carry  freight  at  free  or 
reduced  rates  to  hospital  maintained  as  charitable  institution 
by  its  employees  relief  association,  see  Discrimination,  30. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  furnish  free  or  reduced 
rate  transportation  to  physicians  and  surgeons  of  employees  re- 
lief association,  see  Discrimination,  31. 
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JurieMiiction  of  CommiBstoii  over  municipal  plant,  see  Public  Utili- 
ties, 14. 

Jurisdiction  of  CommMsion  to  regulate  sale  of  steam,  see  Public 
Utilttibs,  24. 

Rules  as  to  authorizing  or  awarding  reparation,  see  Rkpabation, 
32. 

Form  of  application  for  authority  to  make  reparation,  see  Repajia- 
tion,  32. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  against  removal  of  street 
railway  track,  see  Sebvice,  22. 

Rules  regulating  service  of  gas,  electric,  and  water  utilities  adopted 
by  Commission,  see  Sebvice,  149. 

Rules  regulating  water  service,  see  Sebvice,  274. 

COMMERCE. 

See  Intebstate  Commebob;  Intbastatb  Commbbgb. 

COMMERCE  CULUSE. 

Of  Federal  Constitution  as  rendering  Idaho  act  inapplicable  to  inter- 
state transmission  of  electricity,  see  Intebstate  Cokmebce,  13. 

COMMERCIAL  ENTERPRISE. 

Right  to  fix  return  for  utility  by  comparison  with  return  from  ordi- 
nary commercial  enterprise,  see  Retubn,  166. 

COMMERCIAL  EXPENSE. 

Basis  for  apportioning,  between  toll  and  local  telephone  service,  see 
Appobtionment,  46. 

Apportionment  of,  between  different  classes  of  local  telephone  serv- 
ice, see  Appobtionment,  51. 

COMBfERCIAL  LIOHTINO. 

Rate  for,  see  Rates,  114,  116. 

COMMERCIAL  POWER. 

Rate  for  commercial  electric  power  aa  by-product,  see  Rates,  117. 

COMMERCIAL  SERVICE. 

Separate  classification  of  residence  and  commercial  service  as  dis- 
crimination, see  DiscBiMiNATiON,  81,  82. 

COMBfERCIAL  USE. 

Lower  water  rates  for  residences  than  for  commercial  use  as  imlaw- 

ful  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  124. 
Water  rates  for,  held  not  discriminatory,  see  Discbimination,  124, 

126. 

COMMISSION  EXPENSES. 

Expenses  incurred  in  rate  case  to  be  amortized,  see  Retctbn,  26. 
Duty  of  utility  to  reimburse  state  for  Commission  expenses  in  rate 
proceedings,  see  Retubn,  77. 
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Expeuet  ineurred  in  rate-mi^iiig  proceedii^  ai  operating  expense, 

see  Retubn,  77-80. 
Legal  expenses  for  presenting  rate  valuatioB  to  Commission  not  to 

be  included  as  legal  expenses  during  construetiony  see  WalU" 

ATION,  142. 

COMMIMIOKS. 

I.  Jn  general,  1,  2* 
II,  JurisdU^on,  powers  and  duties,  3^44. 
a.  IdmUations  an  powers,  3^10, 

1.  By  decisions  of  courts,  S—^* 

2.  By  decisions  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  6. 

3.  By  powers  of  municipalities,  7. 

4.  By  the  pleadings,  S^IO, 

t.  Power  to  determine  particular  questions,  11-^41, 
i.  In  general,  11-^16, 

2.  To  determine  judicial  questions,  16—32, 

(a)  In  general,   16—21. 

(h)   To  determine  validity  of  statutes,  22—24, 

(c)  To  determine  the  validity  of  franchises,  25— 

27. 

(d)  To  determine  validity  of  legal  proceedings, 

28. 

(e)  To  enforce  statutes  and  ordinances,  29,  30. 

(f)  To  issue  injunctions,  31. 

(g)  To  decree  specific  pei*formance,  32. 

3.  To  permit  violation  of  statute,  33. 

4.  To  limit  charter  power  of  utttity,  34. 

6.  To  regulate  nonpublic  business  of  utility,  3S—41. 

(a)  In  general,  35—40. 

(b)  To  compel  declaration  of  dividend,  41. 
e.  Over  particular  corporations  and  persons,  42—44* 

1.  Constituting  public  utilities. 

2.  Receivers,  42—44. 
III.  Orders. 

See  also  Fees  and  Commissions;  Interstate  Commebce  Commission. 

I.  In  general. 

Authorizing  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  separating  crossing  grades 
between  city  and  railroad  as  unlawful  delegation  of  powers,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  61. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where  utility 
cannot  secure  laud  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Eminent  Domain, 
3. 

Effect  of  statement  by  chairman  as  to  Commission  rules,  see  Evidence^ 
27. 

Kecessity  of  filing  intercorporate  contracts  with  Commission,  see  Inteb-  i 
ooBPORATB  Relations,  6,  7. 
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VMio  maj  maintain  suit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order  approving 
sale  of  leased  telephone  line,  see  Pabties,  8. 

Proceedings  under  Wisconsin  statute  bj  Commission  on  own  motion 
where  complaint  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  Procedube,  3. 

That  Commission  is  expert  bodj  having  historj  of  utility  as  not  affect- 
ing burden  to  prove  intangible  value,  see  Vai.uation,  3. 

1.  The  Montana  Public  Service  Commission  is  not  a  ''special  com- 
mission^ within  the  meaning  of  the  Montana  Constitution,  art.  5,  §  36, 
forbidding  the  delegation  by  the  legislature  of  power  over  municipal 
affairs  to  a  "special  commission."  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Helena, 
P.U.R.1916P,  389  (S.  C.  —  Mont.  — ,  159  Pac.  24). 

2.  The  mere  change  in  membership  of  a  Commission  is  no  ground 
for  reopening  a  previously  decided  case.  Lodge  ▼.  United  Traction  Co. 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  187. 

II,  Jurisdiction^  pov>ers  and  duties* 

a.  Lritnitations  on  powers. 

As  bound  by  admission  of  counsel,  see  Evidence,  20. 

i.  By  decisions  of  courts. 

Jurisdiction  of  court  to  exclusicm  of  Commission  to  enjoin  use  of  side 
track,  involving  construction  of  contract,  see  Coubts,  3. 

Discretion  of  court  in  granting  or  refusing  preliminaiy  injunction 
against  Commission  pending  hearing,  see  Injunction,  1. 

Mandamus  to  control  action  of  Commission  as  to  ministerial  act,  see 
Mandaxus,  3,  4. 

3.  Decisions  of  the  Supreme  Coiu't  of  the  United  States,  that  a 
carrier  may  complain  of  an  intrastate  rate  that  is  less  than  compen- 
satory for  a  particular  service,  even  though  the  return  from  the  en- 
tire intrastate  business  is  adequate,  are  controlling  upon  a  Commission 
in  a  proceeding  to  fix  a  maximum  passenger  rate.  Re  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

4.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  hold,  contrary  to  the  state 
courts,  that  an  order  reducing  street  railway  fares  impairs  the  obliga- 
tion of  a  municipal  franchise  contract,  since  it  accepts  the  decisions  of 
such  courts  on  matters  of  law.  Re  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  614. 

5.  The  Illinois  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
order  a  railroad  to  haul  a  commodity  over  a  side  track,  contrary  to 
an  injimction  by  a  court  which  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
and  parties,  the  right  to  use  the  track  depending  upon  the  construction 
of  a  contract.  People  ex  rel.  Board  of  Administration  v.  Peoria  &  P. 
U.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  795  (S.  C.  —  lU.  — ,  113  N.  E.  68). 

2.  By  decisions  of  Interstate  Commerce  Comm^ission. 

6.  The  practice  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  of  fixing 
a  common  rate  for  all  railroads  from  all  points  in  an  originating  group 
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to  all  points  in  a  destination  group,  will  be  considered  in  a  rate  pro- 
ceeding by  the  Ohio  Commission,  although  the  decisions  of  tlie  former 
Commission  are  not  binding  on  the  latter.  District  No^  6  v.  Akron,  C. 
&  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJ1.1916E,  627. 

3,  By  powers  of  municipalities. 

Comparative  power  of  Missouri  Commission  and  of  municipalities  with 
reference  to  franchise  ordinance  and  certificates  of  convenience 
for  street  railways,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Neces- 
sity, 3,  4. 

Policy  of  West  Virginia  Commission  as  to  interfering  with  municipal 
regulation  of  utilities,  see  Municipalities,  4. 

Policy  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  sewer  rates  fixed  by  ordinance 
giving  city  right  to  buy  system  at  specified  price,  see  Rates,  207. 

7.  That  a  city  has,  under  the  Missouri  Constitution,  exclusive 
control  of  all  local  or  strictly  municipal  affairs,  does  not  limit  the 
state's  authority,  delegated  to  the  Commission  by  the  Public  Service 
Commission  law,  to  pass  on  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  con- 
venience and  necessity  to  exercise  a  street  railway  franchise,  since 
such  authority  to  control  the  use  of  the  public  highways  is  inherent 
in  the  police  power  of  the  state.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.  1916E,  544  (S.  C. 
J  Mo.  P.  S.  0.  R.  593). 

4.  By  the  pleadings. 

8.  The  California  Commission  will  not  rest  its  determination  as  to 
its  jurisdiction  over  a  defendant  as  a  public  utility  upon  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  but  will  consider  evidence  of  the  character  and 
nature  of  defendant's  business.  Hoff  v.  Montgomery  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  880. 

9.  A  prayer  for  relief  in  a  complaint  does  not  limit  the  Commission 
in  deciding  whether  it  has  jurisdiction,  and  it  may  search  the  entire 
complaint  and  weigh  the  effect  of  the  statements  in  the  light  of  the 
evidence  adduced  and  the  purpose  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  law, 
where  the  statements  preceding  the  prayer  include  facts  which  are 
averred  to  be  such  violation  of  the  law  as  the  Commission  may  notice. 
Rhodes-Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1916B,  645. 

10.  Under  a  complaint  by  a  consumer  alleging  unreasonable  and 
excessive  rates  and  inadequate  service,  and  the  utility's  answer  alleging 
that  under  existing  rates  its  return  was  insufficient  to  justify  better 
service,  a  Commission  may  direct  a  utility  to  terminate  a  contract 
with  another  consumer  whereby  it  was  rendering  service  at  a  rate 
so  low  as  to  amount  to  a  discrimination.  Raymond  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Raymond  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  437  (S.  C.  —  Wash. 
— ,  159  Pac.  133). 

h^  Power  to  determine  particular  questions. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  Commission  over 
various  kinds  of  questions,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  939. 
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1.  In  general, 

Ab  to  apportionment,  see  Apportionment,  81-84. 

Over  consolidation,  merger  and  sale,  see  CoNSOLmATioN,  Mkbqwe,  and 

Sale,  8-18. 
Over  crossings,  see  Cbossinqs,  1-0. 
Over  questions  of  damages,  see  Damages,  2-6. 
To  prevent  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  2. 
Fact  that  electric  utility  violates  its  charter  in  the  method  of  generating 

power  as  precluding  Commission  from  authorizing  construction  of 

transmission  line,  see  Electricity,  5. 
Over  intercorporate  relations,  see  Intercorporate  Relations,  4-6. 
Over  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  2,  4,  6,  11,  12. 
Policy  of  Vermont  Commission  as  to  monopoly  in  distribution  for  power 

of  electricity  from  water  power,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  2. 
To  regulate  competition,  see  Monopoly  and  CoMPETrnoN,  4-6. 
Duty  of  Commission  to  protect  existing  investment  of  transportation 

companies  from  wasteful  competition  from  operation  of  mo^r  bus 

system,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  27. 
Over  rates,  see  Rates,  30-28. 
Policy  of  Commission  as  to  fixing  uniform  rates  for  telephone  service,  see 

Rates,  216. 
Policy  of  Missouri  Commission  to  protect  unsecured  creditors  in  reor- 
ganization, see  Reoroanization,  1. 
Of  Missouri  Commission  over  reorganization,  see  Reorganization,  5-7 
To  order  reparation,  see  Reparation,  11-25. 
Arbitrary  conduct  of,  not  considered  by  court  in  enforcing  reparation 

award,  see  Reparation,  33,  34. 
Over  return,  see  Return,  12,  13. 
Charter  provision  preventing  municipality  from  fixing  rates  to  produce 

less  than  10  per  cent  return  as  affecting  power  of  Commission  to  fix 

lower  rates,  see  Return,  13. 
Over  security  issues,  see  Security  Issues,  5-15. 
Right  to  require  Commission's  approval  of  encumbrance  on  property  of 

foreign  corporation,  see  Security  Issues,  1. 
Authorization  by  Maine  Commission  of  issuance  of  securities  for  promo- 
tion and  preliminary  expenses,  see  Security  Issues,  30,  31. 
Vermont  Commission  not  to  authorize  issuance  of  capital  stock  upon 

indefinite  statement  of  purpose,  see  Security  Issues,  70. 
Over  service,  see  Servigb,  5-51. 

As  to  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Service,  29-34. 
Over  physical  connection  of  railroads,  see  Service,  35,  36. 
Over  service  by  railroads,  see  Service,  38-49. 
Approval  by  Pennsylvania  Commission  of  contract  for  construction  of 

underground  railway  system,  see  STBEacr  Railways,  4. 
Over  valuation,  see  Valuation,  14-17. 

11.  The  jurisdictum  of  the  PuUie  Utilities  Commission  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  over  a  public  utility  under  the  act  of  March  4,  1013 
(37  Stat,  at  L.  038,  chap.  150),  §  8,  cannot  be  defeated  because  such 
jurisdiction  has  not  been  assumed  over  other  similar  oonoems,  where 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 5. 
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the  excuse  offered  by  the  CommiBHion  is  that  it  did  not  consider  that 
the  omitted  concerns  did  business  sufficiently  large  in  volume  to  come 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  there  is  nothing  to  impeach  the  good 
faith  of  the  Commission,  or  to  give  the  concern  included  just  cause 
for  complaint.  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  v.  Kutz,  P.U.R.lOltJD,  972  («.  C. 
241  U.  S.  252,  60  L.  ed.  984,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  o83,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  765) . 

12.  The  Missouri  Commission  cannot  grant,  or  compel  the  local 
authorities  to  grant,  franchises  for  the  erection  of  a  passenger  station; 
but  it  can  direct  the  railroad  to  apply  and  take  the  essential  legal 
steps  therefor.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

12a.  Under  the  New  York  rapid  transit  act,  the  Commission  has 
exclusive  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  tak- 
ing property  for  rapid  transit  purposes,  and  its  action  cannot  be  inter- 
fered with  by  the  court  in  the  absence  of  some  statute  conferring  ex- 
press power  upon  the  court  to  review  it.  Re  Public  Service  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916C,  647  (S.  C.  217  N.  Y.  61,  111  N.  E.  658). 

13.  Tliere  is  no  such  substantial  variance  between  a  northerly  railroad 
terminus  fixed  by  the  Public  Service  Commission  and  that  authorized 
in  the  certificate  of  incorporation  as  to  make  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sion void  within  the  rule  that  the  Commission  is  bound  by  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  certificate,  where  the  real  objective  northerly  point  is  com- 
plied with,  where  the  certificate  fixes  the  easterly  or  westerly  location 
approximately  only,  and  where  the  terminus  of  the  Commission  route 
is  only  1,700  feet  east  of  that  described  in  the  certificate.  People  ex  rel.  . 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  New  Y'ork  Public  Service  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916C,  219   (S.  C.  171  App.  I>iv.  366,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  102.3). 

14.  The  Indiana  Commission  has  not,  or  at  least  will  not  exercise, 
power  to  authorize  a  street  railway  turn-out  and  switch  to  be  built 
across  an  unused  city  lot  over  which  the  public  has  no  easement  to 
travel,  since  the  right  should  be  determined  in  court  the  same  as  in 
acquiring  the  use  of  any  other  private  property.  Indiana  R.  &  Light 
Co.  v.  Kokomo  (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1008. 

15.  An  assignment  of  a  franchise  granted  subsequent  to  the  Public 
Utilities  law,  without  securing  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  confers 
no  title  on  the  grantee.  Re  Sierra  Electric  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.U. 
191 6F,  720. 


2.  To  determine  jtidieial   questions, 
(a)   In  genet'al, 

16.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  is  vested  witii  judicial 
power  and  a  certain  jurisdiction,  concurrent  with  that  of  the  circuit 
and  district  courts  of  the  United  States;  whereas  such  power  is  with- 
held from  the  Railroad  Conmiission  of  Louisiana,  the  findings  of  which 
are  inconclusive,  and  reviewable  in  the  court  of  ordinary  jurisdiction. 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission  P.U.R.1916A,  334  (S.  C.  137 
La.  —,  69  So.  837). 

17.  Tlie  Arizona  Commission  cannot  pass  upon  the  question  wbetber 
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A  public  utility  consumer  had  misappropriated  service.     Bertram  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916C,  410. 

18.  The  Illinois  Commission  will  not  hold  in  a  doubtful  case  that  a 
state  statute  has  been  superseded  by  Federal  regulation.  Condon  v. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  160. 

19.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  will  not  hesitate  to  direct  a  public 
utility  to  comply  with  the  law  of  the  state  and  to  conform  to  its  duties, 
but  it  will  not  assume  jurisdiction  in  a  doubtful  case.  Middlesex  Coun- 
ty  V.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  968. 

20.  The  Colorado  Commission  has  jurisdiction  of  a  complaint  to  re- 
quire railroads  to  fence  their  tracks,  under  the  Public  Utilities  act  giv- 
ing the  right  to  compel  utilities  to  provide  instrumentalities,  equip- 
ment, and  facilities  to  promote  the  safety,  comfort,  and  convenience  of 
their  patrons,  employees,  and  the  public,  although  it  is  imcertain  wheth- 
er the  Commission  has  power  to  enforce  a.  law  requiring  the  railroads 
to  fence.  Colorado  State  Stock  Inspection  Comrs.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Colo.)  P.U.R.  191 6D,  751. 

21.  That  a  commission  has  no  power  to  enforce  its  orders  cannot  be 
successfully  urged  as  a  denial  of  its  power  to  make  an  order  expressly 
conferred  by  statute.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1083  (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  W.  819). 

(h)   To  determine  validity  of  statutes. 

Discussion  of  jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  pass  on  constitutional- 
ity of  Public  tJtilities  Act,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  629. 

22.  The  Idaho  Commission  will  not  undertake  to  pass  upon  the 
constitutionality  of  the  Public  Utilities  act.  Washington  Water  Power 
Co.  V.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916E,  144. 

23.  The  New  Hampshire  Conamission  will  not  refuse  to  enforce  an 
act  of  the  legislature  upon  the  groimd  that  it  is  unconstitutional,  since 
the  power  to  declare  an  act  unconstitutional  rests  with  the  supreme 
court  alone.    Colburn  v.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  424. 

24.  The  Philippines  Commission  is  bound  to  require  public  utilities 
to  comply  with  a  statute  requiring  free  carriage  of  the  mails,  not- 
withstanding the  contention  that  the  statute  is  unconstitutional,  since 
the  Commission  is  an  administrative  body,  and  has  no  power  to  past 
upon  the  validity  of  the  laws.  Director  of  Posts  v.  Inchausti  &  Co. 
(Philippine)   P.U.R.  1916E,  849. 

(c)   To  determine  the  validity  of  franchises^ 

Approval  of  franchise,  see  Franchises,  16-19. 

26.  It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Idaho  Commission  to  pass 
upon  the  validity  of  franchises.    Re  Pocatello  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  176. 

26.  Tlie  Idaho  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether 
a  utility  has  a  valid  franchise  from  the  city  in  which  it  operates, 
Coeur  D'Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.  1916C,  438. 

27.  The  New  York  Commission,  upon  an  application  for  the  approval 
of  a  franchise  and  for  authority  to  act  thereunder,  has  power  to  deter- 
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mine  its  validity.    Re  Silyer  Creek  Electric  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  385. 

(d)  To  determine  validity  of  legal  proceedings, 

28.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot  determine  whether  a  light- 
ing district  in  a  town  has  been  legally  established.  Re  Colliers  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.ioidC,  212. 

(e)   To  enforce  statutes  and  ordinances. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by  man- 
damus or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and  orders,  see 
Pbocedubb,  7. 

29.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  §  1388b, 
Stat.  1913,  making  it  the  duty  of  railroads  to  construct  their  roadbeds 
so  as  not  to  interfere  with  percolating  or  surface  waters,  and  conferring 
a  right  of  action  in  favor  of  landowners  injured  by  the  stoppage  of 
such  water,  by  virtue  of  the  general  provisions  contained  in  |  1797 — ■ 
31,  Stat.  1913,  declaring  that  the  Commission  shall  have  power  to  en- 
force all  laws  relating  to  railroads,  upon  the  ground  that  the  Commis- 
sion's jurisdiction  is  limited  to  administrative  investigations  and  orders 
relative  to  the  rates,  services,  and  duties  of  utilities  in  which  the  public 
are  interested  and  the  enforcement  of  laws  such  as  §  1388b,  in  the  sense 
of  ascertaining  the  meaning  and  application  to  the  case  in  hand  and 
pronouncing  judgment,  is  a  judicial  function.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  595  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  155  N.  W. 
941). 

30.  The  Illinois  Commission  has  no  power  to  order  free  transporta- 
tion of  mail  carriers  by  a  street  railway,  under  an  ordinance  requiring 
free  carriage,  or  under  a  conference  ruling  that  such  transportation  is 
not  against  public  policy,  or  under  a  statute  not  preventing  it,  since  the 
enforcement  of  an  ordinance  is  for  the  courts,  and  the  statute  and  con- 
ference ruling  merely  permit  free  carriage  without  imposing  a  duty. 
Kricson  v.  Evanston  Street  R.  Co.   (III.)  P.U.R.1916B,  918. 

(f)   To  issue  injunctions, 

31.  The  Ohio  Commission  has  no  power  to  issue  injunctions,  such 
as  to  enjoin  the  purchaser  of  a  railroad  from  tearing  up  the  tracks 
and  dismembering  the  property.  Re  Lake  Erie,  B.  G.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.  1916F,  653. 

(g)   To  decree  specific  performance. 

To  enforce  specific  performance  of  contract,  see  Sebvice,  189. 

32.  The  language  of  P.  L.  1911,  p.  378,  §  17  \a),  which  provides  that 
the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  shall  have  power  to  require 
every  public  utility  to  comply  with  the  laws  of  this  state  and  any 
municipal  ordinance  relating  thereto,  and  to  conform  to  the  duties 
imposed  upon  it  thereby  or  by  the  provisions  of  its  charter,  does  not 
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confer  upon  the  Board  a  power  to  decree  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract,  which  is  an  equitable  power  exclusively  inhering  in  the  court 
of  chancery,  and  which  is  part  of  the  jurisdiction  confirmed  and  guar- 
anteed to  that  court  by  the  Constitution  of  1844 ;  but,  even  if  the  act  in 
express  terms  had  bestowed  the  power  upon  the  Board,  it  would  have 
been  an  unlawful  invasion  of  the  court's  exclusive  prerogative,  and 
therefore  unconstitutional.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public  Util- 
ity  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916D,  107  (S.  C.  —  N.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013). 

S.  To  permit  violation  of  sUiUtte, 

33.  The  Minnesota  Commission  is  witliout  power  to  permit  the  con- 
struction of  a  temporary  track  for  switching  purposes,  with  a  clear- 
ance between  tracks  less  than  that  provided  for  by  statute.  Re  Chi- 
cago, St.  P.  M.  &  O.  K.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916A,  344. 

4.  To  litnit  charter  power  of  utility, 

34.  An  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience,  evidencing 
approval  of  a  utility  charter  to  operate  in  specified  territory,  cannot  be 
granted  upon  condition  that  operation  will  be  confined  to  the  part  of 
the  territory  not  actually  served  by  others,  since  the  Commission  can* 
not  add  to  or  take  from  the  charter  powers.  Re  South  Lebanon  Twp. 
Electric  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1016B,  430. 

5.  To  regulate  nonpublic  business  of  utility, 
(a)  In  general, 

35.  The  California  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  place  a  value 
upon  nonutility  property  which  a  utility  proposes  to  acquire.  Re 
Hartman    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  886. 

36.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  leasing 
of  warehouse  or  industry  sites  on  which  the  business  to  be  conducted 
is  of  a  private,  and  not  of  a  public  nature.  Newman  Bros.  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  455. 

37.  Tlie  Oklahoma  Commission  has  no  power  to  enforce  a  con- 
tract of  an  electric  utility  whereby  it  undertook  to  operate  the  water 
system  of  a  municipality.  Fowler  v.  Duncan  Electric  &  Ice  Co.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  560. 

38.  The  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, by  virtue  of  its  statutory  authority  to  determine  and  order  proper 
regulations  and  practices,  to  compel  a  common  carrier  to  change  its 
method  of  disposing  of  scrap  material,  a«  the  word  "practices"  in  the 
statute  has  reference  to  such  as  directly  affect  the  service  furnished 
to  the  public,  and  is  not  broad  enough  to  cover  such  matters  as  the 
sale  or  purchase  of  materials.  Re  Perry,  B.  D.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  830. 

39.  While  the  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  compel  a  common  carrier  to  ehange  its  method  of  dis- 
posing of  its  scrap  material,  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  investi- 
^te  questions  of  management,  such  as  the  most  advantageous  method 
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of  disposing  of  scrap  material,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  (§  13  of  part  1, 
chap.  483,  Acts  1906)  which  requires  "every  railroad  corporation  or 
street  railway  company,"  upon  request,  "to  furnish  to  the  Board  any 
information  which  may  be  required  by  it  relative  to  the  condition, 
management,  and  operation  of  the  railroad,  or  railway."  Re  Perry,  B. 
D.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.  U.  R.1916E,  830. 

40.  The  Washington  Public  Service  Commission  law  (Sees.  Laws 
1911)  does  not  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  over  public 
utility  companies  in  their  private  affairs,  such  as  the  sale  of  surplus 
energy  by  a  street  railway  company.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  469  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — , 
154  Pac.  1110). 

(h)   To  compel  declaration  of  divUlend, 

41.  The  Minnesota  Commission  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  express  au- 
thority, compel  a  telephone  company  to  declare  a  dividend.  Re  West 
Concord  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1910E,  178. 

o.  Over  particular  corporations  and  persona. 

1.  Constituting  public  utilities. 

See  generally  Public  Uttlities,  1. 

Over  automobiles  operated  for  hire,  see  Automobiles,  4,  5. 

2.  Receivers, 

42.  Tlie  fact  that  railroads  are  operated  by  state  or  by  Federal  re- 
ceivers does  not  deprive  the  Colorado  Commission  of  jurisdiction  of  a 
complaint  to  require  tracks  to  be  fenced,  particularly  where,  by  a 
Public  Utilities  act,  common  carriers  include  receivers  appointed  by  any 
court.  Colorado  State  Stock  Inspection  Comrs.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  751. 

43.  Receivers,  properly  appointed  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, in  possession  of  and  operating  a  public  utility  in  this  state,  are  un- 
der the  control  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  tlie  same  extent  as  the  owners  of  the  utility  would  be  if  they 
were  operating  the  public  utilities  themselves.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v. 
Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  372,  152  Pac.  22). 

44.  Tlie  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  power  to  ftx  rates  for  the 
service  rendered  by  a  public  utility,  although  that  utility  is  being  oper- 
ated by  receivers  appointed  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  State 
ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.19ieC,  810  (S.  C.  90  Kan.  372,  152 
Pac.  22). 

in.  Orders. 

Appeal  from  and  review  of  orders  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review. 
Orders  of  Commission,  see  Orders. 

Valuation  allowed  in  reorganization  proceeding  not  binding  on  Missouri 
Commission  in  rate  proceeding,  see  Valuation,  118. 
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COMMODITIES. 

Right  to  compel  carriers  to  maintain  rate  on  a  particular  com- 
modity that  will  deny  proper  compensation,  see  Constitution- 
al Law,  14a. 

Consideration  of  weight,  liability,  and  class  of  equipment  used  in 
fixing  freight  rates,  see  Discrimination,  98. 

Railroad  rate  for  transporting  lumber  held  discriminatory,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 99. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for  transportation  of,  see  Discrimination, 
100,  101. 

Discrimination  in  freight  rates  for  fresh  meat  and  packing  house 
products,  see  Discrimination,  104. 

Discrimination  in  transportation  of  newspapers,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 140,  141. 

Comparison  of  freight  rates  on  cream  with  express  and  excess  bag- 
gage rates,  see  Evidence,  24. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  for  storage  of  grain  under  North 
Dakota  statute,  see  Rates,  23. 

Value  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rate,  see  Rates,  35,  37. 

Weight  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  37. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rates  for  ginning  eoiton,  see 
Rates,  66. 

Freight  rates  for  gravel,  see  Rates,  71. 

Necessity  of  determining  exact  cost  of  transporting  particular  com- 
modity in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  73. 

Freight  rates  on  coal,  see  Rates,  190,  191.    - 

Through  route  and  joint  rates  for  coal,  see  Rates,  193. 

Rate  for  clay,  see  Rates,  194. 

Rates  for  road  material,  see  Rates,  195. 

Rate  for  fwtilizer,  see  Rates,  195. 

Rate  for  tankage,  see  Rates,  196. 

Rates  for  soap,  see  Rates,  196,  197. 

Steamship  lumber  rates,  see  Rates,  208. 

Rates  for  transporting  newspapers,  see  Rates,  209. 

Rates  for  storage  of  rice,  see  Rates,  252,  253. 

Reparation  for  freight  paid  on  brick  tiles  in  excess  of  that  charged 
for  other  clay  products,  see  Reparation,  18. 

Consideration  of  estimates  by  experts  as  to  cost  of  hauling  conunodi- 
ties.  see  Return,  41,  42. 

Shipment  of  milk  by  railroads,  see  Service,  210,  211. 

Equipment  for  shipment  of  lumber,  see  Service,  212-214. 

Storage  season  for  rice,  see  Warehouses,  1. 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 

See  Carriers. 


COMMON  IsAW. 

Validity  of  rate  contract  tested  by  principles  of,  see  Disorimina- 
HON,  7,  8. 
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72  COBiMON  STOCK— COMPENSATION. 

COMMON  STOCK. 

See  Stock. 

COMMUNITIES. 

See  Localities. 

COMPARISON. 

Of  rates  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of 
rates,  see  Katss,  40-62. 

Comparison  of  number  of  consumers  per  unit  of  population  in  esti- 
mating earning  capacity  of  an  electric  plant,  see  Return,  9. 

Of  cost  of  producing  gas  in  other  cities,  see  JEIbtusn,  69. 

Of  return,  see  Retubn,  165,  166. 

Of  cost  of  generating  electricity  by  water  and  by  steam,  see  Valu- 
ATIOK,  47^-479. 

Reasonableness  of  investment  in  plant  as  compared  with  per  capita 
cost  of  other  plants,  see  Valuation,  121. 

Comparison  with  other  plants  in  estimating  yalne  of  electric  plant 
for  rate  making,  see  Valuation,  122. 

COMPENSATION. 

Taking  of  property  without  compensation,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  9-11,  14,  16-18. 

For  relaying  telephone  toll  messages,  see  Iniiboobporate  Rela- 
tions, 9. 

For  messages  sent  through  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see 
Int&bcobpobatb  Relations,  9,  11. 

Compensation  to  be  paid  by  a  municipality  for  property  of  a  util- 
ity, see  Municipal  Plant,  3-7. 

Mutual  telephone  company  a»  engaged  in  public  service  for  compen- 
sation, see  Public  Utilitiks,  19. 

Fare  less  than  statutory  rate  to  meet  competition  as  noncompensa- 
tory, see  Rates,  169. 

Legality  of  noncompensatory  rates  less  than  those  charged  by  com- 
petitor, see  Return,  9. 

Puty  of  telephone  to  make  noncompensatory  extensions  to  localities 
having  no  means  of  communicating  with  trade  centers,  see 
Service,  78. 

Distinction  between  order  fixing  rates  which  denies  utility  proper 
compensation  and  order  compelling  service  required  by  fran- 
chise, see  Service,  177. 

Consideration  of  indebtedness  for  development  work  in  fixing  re- 
production cost  less  depreciation  for  municipal  acquisition,  see 
Valuation,  90. 

Valuation  of  sewer  system  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valua- 
tion, 90,  97. 

Valuation  of  utility  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  114, 
116. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expenses  in  valuation  for  municipal  acquisi- 
tion, see  Valuation,  138,  158. 
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COMPETITIOir. 

See  MonfOB&LT  and  Compbtition. 

COMPETITOB« 

Right  of  shippers  to  reduction  in  freight  rates  on  account  of  favor- 
able location  of  competitor,  see  Rates,  198. 

COMPI.AIKT. 

As  to  existing  service,  as  condition  precedent  to  admission  of  com- 
petition, see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  39-41. 

Right  of  shippers  of  cement  to  complain  of  rates  on'  mLxed  ship- 
ments, see  Parties,  7. 

Complaint  as  part  of  pleadings,  see  Pleading. 

COMPUTATION. 

Method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  20-37. 

CONCLUSIVENESS. 

Of  findings  of  Commission,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  34. 

CONDEMNATIOir. 

See  Eminent  Domain. 

CONDITIONS. 

Power  of  Commission  to  grant  certificate  upon  condition  that  oper- 
ation be  confined  to  part  of  territory  not  serred  by  others,  see 

Commissions,  34. 
Validity  of  municipal  franchise  requiring  payment  of  $100  a  month 

by  a  telephone  company,  see  Franchises,  1. 
Necessity  of  similarity  of  conditions  in  comparison  of  rates,  see 

Rates,  56-62. 
Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  require  carriers  to  return  charges 

collected  in  excess  of  statutory  rate  as  condition  to  authorizing 

increase  in  rates,  see  Reparation,  15. 
Right  to  require  Commission's  approval  of  encumbrance  on  property 

of  foreign  corporation,  see  Security  Issues,  1. 
Imposed  upon  extension  of  service,  see  generally  Service,  52-97. 
Imposed  upon  consumers  in  ordering  extension,  see  Service,  81-86. 
Right  of  utility  to  require  consumers  to  sign  contract  as  condition 

precedent  to  service,  see  Sbrvicb>  111-114. 
Right  to  require  electric  consumed  to  give  right  of  way  beyond  his 

installation  as  condition  precedent  to  Bervice,  see  Service,  147. 
Right  to  require  electric  consumer  to  waive  future  damages  from 

defective  wiring  as  condition  precedent  to  service,  see  Service, 

167. 
Right  of  telephone  to  require  purchase  of  stock  or  ownership  of 

equipment  as  a  condition  to  service,  see  Service,  246,  247. 
Changed  conditions   afifecting  use  of  property,   in  valuation,   see 

Valuation,  271. 
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CONDUCTORS. 

Duty  of  conductor  on  street  car  to  call  names  of  streets,  see  Sebvicb, 
236. 

CONDUITS. 

See  WiBBS  AND  Cabubs. 

CONFISCATION. 

Rate  to  be  used  when  existing  rate  declared  confiscatory,  see  Rates, 

34. 
Return  in  excess  of  2^  per  cent  for  sewer  company  not  confiscatory, 

see'  Rates,  82,  83. 
Confiscatory  character  of  rates  not  considered  by  court  in  enforcing 

reparation  award,  see  Rsparation,  33. 
Difference  between  reasonableness  and  confiscation  in  return,  see 

Retubn,  135. 

CONGRESS. 

Inaction  of,  giving  state  right  to  regulate  interstate  commerce^  see 
Interstate  Commebob,  6-8. 

CONNECTED  LOAD. 

Maintenance  and  installation  charge  for  electric  power  varying  ac- 
cording to  horse  power  of  connected  load  without  regard  to 
active  load  as  discriminatory,  see  Discbimixation,  72. 

As  element  of  charge  for  electric  power,  see  Rates,  104. 

As  base  for  electric  rates,  see  Rates,  128. 

CONNECTICUT. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  a  utility  not  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceeding, to  bear  part  of  expense  of  relocating  street  railway 
tracks,  see  Parties,  2. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  approve  waiver  of  rights  by  guaran- 
tor of  notes,  see  SBcuarrv  Issues,  12. 

CONNECTING  RAILROADS. 

Division  of  joint  rates,  see  Appobtionment,  09-106. 
Interest  of  shipper  in  apportionment  of  through  rate,  between  con- 
necting carriers,  -see  Apportion  me. xT,  00. 
Actions  for  delay  in  delivery  of  shipment  to  connecting  carrier**,  see 

DlSCRIMTNATTOX,    161,    162. 

Annotation  on  nature  of  connecting  carriers  as  affecting  character 
of  shipment  as  interstate  or  intrastate,  P.l'.R.1916F,  p.  163. 

CONNECTIONS. 

See  Phtsioal  CoNNBonoHS;  Sebviob  Conneotions. 

CONSENT. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convoiience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carriers,  1. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 
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Of  stockholders  for  sale  and  purchase  <^  property  of  one  public 

utility  by  another,  see  Consolidation,  Mbroeb,  and  Sale,  2. 
Validity  of  street  railway  franchise  and  consent  of  local  authorities 

as  affected  by  invalidity  of  separable  cause  of  franchise,  see 

Fbanohisbs,  7. 
Of  stockholders  for  conversion  of  bonds  into  stock,  see  Security 

Issues,  17-23. 

CONSIDERATION. 

For  franchise,  see  Franchises. 

CONSIGNMENT. 

Right  to  make  additional  charge  for  diverting  or  reconsigning  ship- 
ments, see  Rates,  186. 

CONSOUDATION,  MERGER,  AND  SALE. 

1.  In  generalf  i— 7. 
II,  JurUdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  ^— i7. 
a.  In  general,  8''12. 
d.  Scope  of  inquiry,  13. 

c,  Protection  of  interested  parties,  14,  15. 

d.  Exercise  of  judicial  functions,   16,   17. 
III.  Bights  of  security  holders,  18—20. 

IV,  Grounds  for  alloicing  or  denying,  ^1—37. 
a.  In  general,  21—28. 
ft.  Welfare  of  consumers,  29-^6, 
c.  Economy  generally,  37. 

I.  In  general. 

Necessity  of  findings  of  fact  and  rulings  of  law  upon,  see  Appeal  and 

Review,  14. 
Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  and  rights  of  another 

permitted  to  piirchase  the  stock,  see  Intercorporate  Retations,  1. 
Requiring  utility  invading  occupied  territory  to  purchase  property  of 

existing  company,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  48-51. 
Right  of  city  to  profits  of  water  plant  from  time  of  notice  of  its  election 

to  purchase,  see  Municipal  Plant,  2. 
Who  may  maintain  suit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order  approving 

sale  of  leased  telephone  line,  see  Parties,  8. 
Tel^aph  company  having  sold  its  physical  property,  as  a  public  utility, 

see  Public  Utilities,  26. 
Rate  restriction  in  franchise  of  absorbed  company  as  affecting  rates 

of  consolidated  company,  see  Rates,  9. 
Comparison  of  rates  prior  and  subsequent  to  consolidation,  see  Rates, 

49. 
Application  of  existing  rates  by  purchases  of  telephone  system,  see 

Rates,  222. 
Consolidated  street  railway  system  not  treated  as  unit  in  rate  makings 

see  Return,  126. 
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76  CONSOLIDATION,  MERGER,  AND  SALE,  II.  a. 

Issuance  of  securities  for  consolidation  of  companies,  see  Secusitt  Is- 
sues, 37-40,  42. 

Allowance  for  duplications  of  systems  by  consolidation,  see  Valuation, 
275-279. 

Allowance  of  going  value  in  a  stock  purchase  case,  see  Valuation,  388. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  941.  . 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  consolidation,  merger  or  sale  of 
electric,  artificial  gas,  irrigation,  natural  gas,  railroads,  street  and  elec- 
tric railways,  telephones,  terminail  companies,  and  water  utilities,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  p.  268. 

1.  The  consolidation  of  utilities  is  not  against  the  public  policy 
of  Indiana.    Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

2.  The  sale  and  purchase  of  one  public  utility  by  another  can  be 
consummated  under  the  Indiana  Public  Service  law  only  by  the  consent 
of  at  least  three  fourths  of  the  stockholders  of  both  companies.  Re 
Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

3.  The  merger  of  telephone  companies  if  approved  by  the  Indiana 
Commission  is  authorized  by  §  95J  of  the  Shively-Spencer  Utilities  Com- 
mission act,  providing  for  the  merger  of  utilities  "furnishing  a  like 
service  or  product,"  and  §  92,  providing  that  the  capitalization  on  a 
merger  shall  be  subject  to  the  Commission's  approval.  Re  Indian- 
apolis Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

4.  The  California  Public  Utilities  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  en- 
cumbrance of  the  property  of  a  utility  necessary  or  useful  in  the  per- 
formance of  its  duties  applies  to  a  transfer  to  or  an  encumbrance  in 
favor  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state.  Naismith  v.  Brookdale 
Land  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  781. 

5.  Consolidation  may  be  effected  by  purchase  of  stock  rather  than 
by  purchase  of  physical  properties,  where  the  purchasing  company 
could  act  in  territory  served  by  the  other  companies  only  through  stock 
ownership.    Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  534. 

6.  Upon  the  purchase  of  all  of  the  stock  of  one  electric  utility  by 
another,  the  vendor's  notes  and  bonds,  acquired  by  the  vendee,  may  be 
ordered  canceled.    Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  534. 

7.  Xo  order  can  be  made  either  upon  an  application  for  authority 
to  sell  utility  properties  at  a  specified  price,  or  upon  an  application  by 
the  purchaser  to  issue  the  same  amount  of  securities  in  payment,  where 
the  value  of  the  property  is  not  equal  to  that  amount,  and  there  is  no 
contract  for  a  sale  at  a  less  price.  Re  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

II,  JuriadictioHt  powers  and  duties  of  Commission, 

a.  In  general, 

8.  The  Oklahoma  Commission  is  without  power  to  order  the  con- 
flolidation  of  competing  telephone  exchanges.  Whittenberg  v.  Tafoga  & 
D.  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  104. 

9.  The  prohibition  in  §  11,  act  March  4,  1913  (chap.  150,  37  Stat, 
at  L.  974 ) ,  relative  to  the  disposition,  ownership,  voting,  or  controlling 


Digitized  by 


Qoo^Qi 


CONSOLIDATION,  MERGER,  AND  SALE,  IL  b— d.  77 

by  one  public  utility  of  the  stock  or  bonds  of  •another  public  utility^ 
exists  only  in  case  prioi*  approval  by  the  District  of  Columbia  Commis- 
sion, as  provided  in  paragraph  54  of  §  8  of  that  act,  has  not  been 
obtained.    Re  Washington  &  R.  R.  Co.   (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916C,  516. 

10.  Section  38  of  the  Maine  Utilities  Act  does  not  revoke  previous 
special  statutes  conferring  upon  a  utility  the  right  to  purchase  and  hold 
the  capital  stock  of  other  utilities,  but  amends  such  special  legislation 
only  so  far  as  to  require  the  approval  of  such  purchase  by  the  Com* 
mission.     Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916A,  415. 

11.  Special  legislation  authorizing  a  Maine  electric  utility  to  pur- 
chase and  hold  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  another  is  amended  by 
implication  by  §  38  of  the  Public  Utilities  act  only  to  the  extent  of  re- 
quiring the  consent  of  the  Commission.  Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co. 
(Me.)   P.U.R.1916A,  930. 

12.  A  stockholders'  sale  of  all  of  a  utility's  capital  stock  to  another 
utility  is  not  a  transfer  of  franchises  requiring  the  consent  of  the  Com- 
mission under  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  Act.  Re  Cumberland  County 
Power  &  Light  Co.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  911. 

&.  Scope  of  inquiry, 

13.  The  Kansas  Commission,  in  approving  a  lease  of  a  telephone 
plant,  cannot  consider  whether  the  provisions  are  equitable,  but  should 
determine  whether  the  lessee  can  carry  out  the  franchise  obligations  and 
whether  he  can  famish  adequate  service.  Re  Northeast  Kansas  Teleph. 
Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.191«B,  925. 

e.  Protection  of  interested  parties. 

14.  Upon  the  sale  and  purchaae  of  one  public  utility  by  another,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  Indiana  Commission  under  the  Public  Service  law 
to  determine  the  value  of  the  stock  of  the  selling  company  and  direct 
payment  of  such  value  to  nonconsenting  stockholders.  Re  Northern 
Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

16.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot,  or,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  will  not,  on  authorizing  the  sale  of  the  plant  and  franchise 
of  an  electrical  utility,  impound  the  purchase  money  or  require  a  bond 
in  order  to  secure  a  mere  claim  for  damages  for  wrongful  death,  al- 
thou^  an  action  for  damages  is  pending.  Re  North  Shore  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  844. 

d.  Exercise  of  judicial  functions, 

16.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot  order  the  dissolution  of  con- 
solidated corporations  or  decree  a  restoration  of  property  legally  trans- 
ferred. Board  of  Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.  1916C,  688. 

17.  An  objection  that  a  merger  of  competing  telephone  companies 
will  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  franchises  will  not  be  considered  by  the 
Nebraska  Commission,  since  that  is  a  question  for  determination  by  the 
courts.  Re  Platte  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
09. 
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III.  Rights  of  security  holders. 

18.  Security  holders  are  protected  on  a  consolidation  whci'e  the  assets 
of  the  company  purchased,  exclusive  of  going  concern  value,  exceed  the 
purchase  price.     Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.19J6B,  534. 

19.  The  merger  of  telephone  companies  under  the  Indiana  laws  is 
not  rendered  unlawful  by  the  mere  failure  of  a  small  number  of  un- 
known holders  of  stock  to  give  affirmative  consent  where  no  opposition 
is  made.     Re  Indianapolis  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

20.  One  telephone  company,  upon  being  permitted  to  purchase  a 
majority  of  the  stock  of  another,  will  be  required  to  purchase  on  the 
same  terms  all  minority  stock  tendered  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  to 
give  notice  to  the  minority  of  their  right  to  sell.  Re  Northwestern 
Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  534. 

IV.  Grounds  for  allowing  or  denying, 

^  a.  In  general, 

21.  The  purchase  by  an  electric  utility,  having  current  and  lines  of 
poles  and  wires,  of  the  capital  stock  of  another  company,  whereby  it 
secures  a  plant  of  substantial  value,  the  right  to  operate  in  the  terri- 
tory, and  an  established  business,  was  held  to  be  consistent  with  the 
public  welfare.    Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A.  415. 

22.  An  electric  utility  was  authorized  to  purchase  the  whole  or  a 
majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  another  utility,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  consolidation  would  not  interfere  with  the  existing  adequate  service 
given  by  both  utilities  and  the  ability  of  the  purchaser  to  meet  the 
obligations  of  existing  security  holders.  Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co. 
(Me.)    P.U.R.1916A,  930. 

23.  A  general  plan  of  consolidating  a  number  of  public  utilities  and 
of  thereafter  procuring  the  necessary  funds  for  additions  and  better- 
ments, in  part  through  the  execution  of  a  general  mortgage  on  the  en- 
tire consolidated  properties,  and  the  issue  of  bonds  thereunder,  was  ap- 
proved by  the  California  Commission,  although  it  refused  to  commit 
itself  to  the  details  of  such  plan  which  had  been  presented  only  in  gen- 
eral terms.    "Re  Great  Western  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  583. 

24.  A  telephone  company  will  be  permitted  to  purchase  a  majority 
of  the  stock  of  a  local  company  which  connects  with  ifhe  toll  lines  of 
the  vendee  and  of  a  third  company,  where  service  and  rates  will  not 
be  adversely  affected,  where  the  vendee  will  have  no  more  monopoly 
of  the  local  business  than  was  enjoyed  by  the  vendor,  and  where  the 
existing  rights  of  local  subscribers  to  connect  with  either  toll  line  will 
not  be  impaired,  although  the  vendee's  acquisition  may  give  it  an  ad- 
vantage over  the  third  company  in  getting  the  local  toll  business.  Re 
Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.   (Minn.)    P.U.R.1916D,  534. 

25.  The  purchase  of  a  telephone  system,  made  without  the  consent  of 
the  Commission,  at  a  price  in  excess  of  its  value,  may  be  approved  upon 
condition  that  neither  the  Commission  nor  any  other  rate-fixing  body 
shall  be  bound  by  the  selling  price.    Re  Bell  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  135, 

26.  A  plan  for  the  purchase  of  the  property  and  for  the  assumption 
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of  the  liabUities  of  the  Mechanic  Falls  Electric  Light  Company  by  the 
Oxford  Electric  Company  for  $30,000  in  6  per  cent  noncumulative 
preferred  stock  of  the  latter  company  was  approved  upon  condition  that 
the  stockholders  of  the  former  company  pay  a  cash  dividend  of  12  per 
cent  on  its  outstanding  capital  atock.  Re  Oxford  Electric  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  519. 

27.  It  cannot  be  successfully  urged  against  a  consolidation  that  a 
local  franchise  should  not  be  transferred  to  strangers,  that  a  local  utility 
should  not  be  vested  in  a  company  controlled  by  nonresident'  stock- 
holders, and  that  a  nonresident  is  not  an  efficient  manager  of  local 
affairs,  where  more  than  65  per  cent  of  the  stock  of  the  owner  of  the 
franchise  was  held  by  nonresidents  at  the  time  of  its  grant,  and  where 
the  only  objectors  to  the  consolidation  are  those  not  displaying  a  friend- 
ly spirit  to  the  present  local  manager.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

28.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  denied  authority  to  purchase  the 
capital  stock  of  another  company  merely  to  permit  local  ownership  of  a 
home  industry,  especially  where  there  is  no  convincing  evidence  that 
local  ownership  would  result,  and  the  best  local  ofTer  is  less  than  the 
utility  is  paying,  and  the  authorization  of  the  sale  will  not  preclude 
a  lighting  district  from  being  formed  and  taking  over  the  property. 
Re  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.  ( (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  911. 


ft.  Welfare  of  consumers, 

29.  The  consolidation  and  merger  of  an  unused  electric  light  distribu- 
tion system  in  a  town  with  a  transmission  line  owned  by  an  outside 
company  was  authorized  notwithstanding  that  a  company  in  the  town 
and  another  near  by  claimed  the  territory  as  an  outlet,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  considerable  time  must  elapse  before  either  of  such  com- 
panies could  supply  light,  that  it  was  doubtful  if  either  had  the  ability, 
that  there  was  an  absolute  lack  of  service  and  of  any  early  prospect  of 
it  except  through  the  consolidation,  and  that  there  wa/i  a  local  demand 
for  the  consolidated  service  which  could  be  furnished  at  adequate  rates. 
Re  Shaw   (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  219. 

30.  One  utility  may  be  permitted  to  purchase  the  property  of  an- 
other at  a  price  in  excess  of  its  value,  where  better  service  will  thereby 
be  given;  provided  that  the  excess  is  not  charged  to  operating  expenses 
or  to  capital,  but  is  amortized  out  of  income  or  charged  to  profit  and 
loss.     Re  Tyrone  Electric  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  708. 

31.  Consolidation  of  electric  companies  covering  nine  out  of  the 
sixteen  counties  of  the  state  was  authorized  where  the  purchasing  com- 
pany was  using  less  than  half  its  power  capacity  and  had  much  unused 
water  power,  while  the  companies  to  be  acquired  had  not  sufficient 
water  power  to  generate  a  supply  for  their  territory,  and  the  Utilities 
act  was  adequate  to  secure  for  the  public  its  share  of  the  resulting 
benefits.    Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJ^.1916B,  534. 

32.  An  interurban  railway  was  authorized  to  acquire  the  stock  and 
bonds  of  a  connecting  road  where  the  consolidation  would  result  in  its 
operation  as  a  part  of  a  group  of  railways  under  a  common  manage- 
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ment,  and  would  be  in  furtherance  of  the  public  interest.    Re  Washing* 
ton  &  R.  R.  Co.   (D.  C.)   P.U.R.1916C,  516. 

33.  The  sale  of  a  local  exchange  to  a  competing  telephone  company 
will  be  approved  if  by  the  purchase  the  vendee  may  avoid  necessary  re- 
construction of  its  plant  at  substantially  the  cost  of  the  property  ac- 
quired, the  public  will  be  as  well  served,  and  the  consolidation  will 
eliminate  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  present  duplication.  Re  Santa 
Paula  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  259. 

34.  A  consolidation  of  competing  telephone  companies  which  would 
result  in  apparent  benefit  to  the  public  will  not  be  disapproved  merely 
because,  upon  the  withdrawal  of  competition,  the  company  may  apply 
for  a  rate  increase,  since  a  rate  valuation  would  eliminate  any  useless 
property  acquired.  Re  Santa  Paula  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UR. 
1916E,  269. 

35.  A  telephone  company  will  be  allowed  to  sell  its  property  to  a 
competitor  where  there  is  not  enough  business  for  both  and  the  pur- 
diaser  can  accommodate  a  larger  public  and  give  better  service  than 
the  vendor.    Re  Raymond  &  W.  M.  Teleph.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  749. 

36.  The  sale  by  one  telephone  company  to  another  of  the  parts  of 
rural  lines  alleged  to  have  been  wrongfully  extended  into  territory  ap- 
portioned to  the  vendee  will  not  be  approved  although  the  subscribers 
affected  will  receive  free  interchange  service  with  the  vendor,  where 
their  service  will  be  impaired  by  the  inefficient  service  of  the  vendee. 
Re  Gibson  Home  Teleph.  Co.   (III.)   P.U.R.I916A,  149. 


e.  Economy  generally. 

37.  The  merger  of  noncompeting  connecting  telephone  companies 
practically  operated  as  one  concern  was  anthorized,  it  appearing  that 
the  merger  would  simplify  the  accounting  and  effect  economies  in  opera- 
tion, and  that  the  new  capitalization  was  not  excessive.  Ee  Indian- 
apolis Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  507. 


CONSTITUnOlf. 

Provision  of  Arizona  Constitution  relative  to  jurisdiction  of  Com- 
mission over  individuals  operating  automobiles  for  hire,  see 

AXTTOMOBILES,  4. 

Power  of  Missouri  Commission  as  limited  by  constitutional  power  of 
municipalities,  see  Commissions,  3,  4,  7. 

Commerce  clause  of  Federal  Constitution  as  rendering  Idaho  act 
inapplicable  to  interstate  transmission  of  electricity,  see  Inter- 
state COMMEBCB,  13. 

Telephone  line  for  use  of  all  persons  at  public  resort  as  public  util- 
ity under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities,  29. 

Water  company  selling  water  to  a  town  for  resale  as  a  public  util- 
ity under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities,  36. 

Consideration  of  the  requirements  of,  in  passing  upon  street  railway 
reorganization  plans,  see  Rbosoanization,  6. 
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J.  In  general,  J— 4. 

//.  Dtie  process  and  equal  protection,  S^20. 
a.  In  general,  6^13. 
"b,  Venial  of  reasonable  return,  14,  14a, 
o.  Requiring  physical  connection,  I&^IS. 

1.  Of  railroads,  IS. 

2,  Of  telephones,  16^18. 
d.  Limiting  evidence,  lO,  20, 

III,  Class  legislation,  21^20. 
a.  In  general,  21^23, 
ft.  Jitney  regulations,  24^20, 
TV.  Denial  of  trial  hy  jury,  30, 
F.  Impairment  of  contracts,  31^^60, 
a.  In  general,  31. 
h.  Franchise'  contracts,  32-^43. 

1,  In  general,  32—36. 

2.  Contracts  valid  when  made,  37—43. 
C.  Contracts  uHth  consum^ers,  44— 5S, 

1.  In  general,  44SO. 

2.  Contracts  with  municipalities^  SI— 55. 

d.  Contracts  between  corporations,  56, 

e.  Impairment  by  city  ordinance,  57—60. 
VI.  Delegation  of  powers,  61,  62, 

VII,  Departments  of  government,  63—66. 
VIII,  Police  power,  67-72. 
.    IX.  Retrogressive  legislation,  73. 

Raising  of  constitutional  question  as  affecting  jurisdiction  on  appeal,  see 

Appeal  and  Revisw,  7. 
License  fee  of  $10  for  jitneys  as  violating  constitutional  provision  that 

occupation  taxes  shall  be  equal  and  uniform,  see  Automobiles,  15. 
Public  Service  Commission  as   ''special   commission"  within   Montana 

Constitution  forbidding  delearaticu  by  the  legislature  of  power  ovt:r 

municipal  affairs  to  a  ^'special  commission/'  see  Commissions,  1. 
Power  of  Commissions  to  pass  on  validity  of  statutes,  see  Commissions, 

22-24. 
Ri^t  to  revoke  municipal  franchise  after  acceptance,  see  Fbanohises, 

14. 
Statutes  empowering  towns  to  contract  for  water  supply  aa  limiting 

power  of  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Staitjtes,  3. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  generally.  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  047. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  statute  requiring  elimination  of 
dangerous  grade  crossings  as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  368. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  tlie  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute^ 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  807. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 6. 
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/.  In  general, 

1.  The  statute  creating  the  Vermont  Public  Service  Commission  is 
constitutional.  Sayers  v.  Montpelier  &  W.  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E, 
508  (S.  C.  —  Vt.  — ,  97  Atl.  660). 

2.  A  statute  (Ky.  Stat.  §  829)  providing  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
reparation  award  made  by  the  Railroad  Commission  by  filing  a  copy 
of  the  award  in  the  circuit  court  having  jurisdiction,  and  the  issuance 
and  service  of  summons  without  the  filing  of  a  petition  and  the  setting 
forth  of  the  cause  of  action  as  is  ordinarily  required  to  be  done,  does 
not  violate  the  E^entucky  Constitution  (§  59,  subsec.  1),  prohibiting 
local  or  special  statutes  regulating  jurisdiction  or  practice  of  the  cir- 
cuit court,  since  the  statute  applies  alike  to  all  circuit  courts  in  the 
state  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S. 
W.  296). 

3.  The  Montana  Public  Service  Commission  Statute,  in  giving  the 
Commission  jurisdiction  over  municipalities  operating  public  utilities, 
is  not  violative  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  against  legislative  levy- 
ing of  taxes  on  municipalities,  since  the  regulation  of  water  rentals 
does  not  amount  to  a  levy  of  taxes,  and  any  extra  expense  incurred  in 
carrying  out  regulations  of  the  Commission  is  a  charge  against  the 
gross  income  of  the  water  system,  and  is  not  an  obligation  imposed 
upon  the  city.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Helena,  P.U.R.1910F,  389 
(S.  C.  —  Mont.  — ,  159  Pac.  24). 

4.  An  ordinance  restricting  the  operation  of  jitneys,  that  docs  not 
disclose  on  its  face  the  creation  of  a  monopoly  in  favor  of  street  cars, 
taxicabs,  or  other  rent  cars,  does  not  violate  a  constitutional  anti- 
monopoly  provision.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.L".R.1910C,  565 
(S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

//.  Due  process  and  equal  protection. 

a.  In  general. 

Confiscatory  character  of  rates  not  considered  by  court  in  enforcing  repa- 
ration award,  see  Reparation,  33. 

Distinction  between  statutes  or  order  of  Commission  fixing  rates  which 
deny  utility  proper  compensation  and  order  compelling  service  re- 
quired by  franchise,  see  Service,  177. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  due  process  and  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  80.). 

5.  To  require  a  railroad  company  to  install  scales  at  its  stock  pen^ 
merely  as  a  convenience  to  stock  raisers  and  dealers  in  computing  the 
sales,  etc.,  would  constitute  the  taking  the  property  of  the  railroad 
company  without  due  process  of  law.  McDonald  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  801. 

6.  The  Illinois  Headlights  Law  (Laws  1913,  p.  506)  is  within  the 
police  powers  of  the  state,  and  does  not  deprive  a  railroad  of  its 
property  without  due  process  of  law  or  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.  Condon  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (111.)    P.U.R.1916F,  160. 
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7.  A  provision  in  a  statute  that  a  trunk  line  shall  pay  to  a  short- 
line  feeder  "a  reasonable  and  equitable  arbitrary'  portion  of  the  through 
rate"  for  originating  and  assembling  the  freight  does  not  contravene 
any  constitutional  right.  Greer  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916D.  286. 

6.  Jitney  operators  cannot  complain  that  an  ordinance  authorizing 
the  suspension  or  revocation  of  a  license,  on  a  showing  of  conviction 
for  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contravenes  a  constitutional  guaranty 
of  due  process  of  law,  where  they  are  operating  under  a  prior  ordinance 
containing  the  same  provision.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R. 
1916C,  565   (S.  C.  — -  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —,  J  82  S.  W.  685). 

9.  A  jitney  ordinance  requiring  a  license,  a  fee  of  $10,  operation 
over  a  Axed  route,  a  bond  to  pay  damages  arising  from  wrongful  opera- 
tion, and  otherwise  regulating  jitneys,  does  not  violate  a  constitutional 
provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken,  damaged,  or  destroyed  for 
public  use  without  adequate  compensation  being  made.  Auto  Transit 
Co.  V.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  565  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S. 
W.  685). 

10.  The  granting  of  a  franchise  to  an  electric  utility  to  construct  a 
transmission  line  along  public  highways  and  over  private  lands  with 
the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  over  the  lands,  without  making  provision 
for  compensation,  does  not  contravene  a  constitutional  prohibition 
against  taking  private  property  for  public  use  without  just  compensa- 
tion first  being  made,  where  the  statutes  have  made  adecjuate  provision 
for  compensation  to  the  landowners.  Re  Iowa  Falls  Electric  Co.  ( Iowa ) 
P.U.R.1916A,  923. 

10a.  A  Commission  order  requiring  a  railroad  to  continue  an  inter- 
urban  service  on  a  portion  of  its  road  is  not  unlawful  or  unreasonable, 
and  is  not  a  denial  of  due  process  of  law  or  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  nor  a  taking  of  property  with  compensation,  where  the  public  con- 
venience and  necessity  required  the  continuance  of  the  service  and  tlie 
railroad  failed  to  show  that  it  would  result  in  finuncial  loss.  Hocking 
Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public  UtUities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (S.  C. 
—  Ohio  St.  — ,  L.R.A.— ,  —,  110  N.  E.  521 ) . 

11.  A  statute  (Ky.  Stat.  §  829)  authorizing  the  Commission  to 
award  reparation  upon  finding  that  a  carrier  has  charged  extortionate 
rates  is  not  void  as  violating  constitutional  provisions  against  the 
exercise  of  absolute  and  arbitrary  power,  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  without  just  compensation,  and  that  the  courts  shall  be 
open  and  remedy  shall  not  be  denied  by  due  course  of  law.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky. 
— ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

12.  A  consumer  is  not  denied  due  process  of  law  by  an  order  direct- 
ing the  utility  to  cease  furnishing  service  at  rates  specified  by  contract, 
although  he  was  given  no  notice  or  an  opportimity  for  a  hearing. 
Raymfmd  Lumber  Co.  v.  Raymond  light  &  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  437 
(S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  159  Pac.  133). 

13.  An  order  of  a  Railroad  Commission,  although  absolute  unless 
appealed,  is  not  a  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process  of  law 
where  the  order  can  be  enforced  only  in  a   court  of   action.     Turner 
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Creamery  Co.  t.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916A,  1083  (S.  0. 
—  S.  D.  — .,  154  X.  W.  819). 

h.  Denial  of  reasonable  return. 

14.  An  order  of  a  (fommission  fixing  railroad  rates  which  allows  a 
reasonable  reward  for  service  arrived  at  by  comparing  with  rates  volun- 
tarily established  for  similar  services  under  similar  conditions  and  upon 
the  evidence  produced  as  to  the  cost  of  the  service  is  not  a  denial  of  due 
process  of  law,  or  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  nor  a  taking  of 
property  without  just  compensation.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  406  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  110  N.  E. 
952). 

14a.  Consideration  of  public  interest  cannot  be  invoked  as  a  ground  to 
compel  a  conmion  carrier  to  maintain  a  rate  on  a  particular  commodity 
that  will  deny  proper  compensation.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  406  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  110  N.  E. 
052). 

c.  Requiring  physical  connection. 

1.  Of  railroads, 

15.  No  public  demand  or  necessity  is  shown  which  will  justify,  under 
the  due  process  of  law  clause  of  the  Federal  and  Missouri  Constitutions, 
an  order  of  the  Missouri  Commission  requiring  the  expenditure  of  a 
large  sum  for  an  interchange  track  connection  between  railroads,  where 
it  appears  that  the  switching  charges  from  the  interchange  of  business 
will  not  equal  interest  on  the  cost  of  construction  plus  the  cost  of  main- 
tenance and  operation.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1916B,  367  (S.  C.  —  Mo.  — ,  181  S.  W.  61). 

2.  Of  telephones. 

16.  Requiring  a  telephone  company  doing  both  a  long-distance  and 
local  business  to  consent  to  physical  connection  with  the  exchange  of  a 
local  company  so  as  to  give  long-distance  service  to  subscribers  of  the 
latter  is  not  a  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  as 
being  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  without  compensa* 
tion  being  paid  in  advance  contrary  to  a  constitutional  prohibition, 
but  ia  a  m^e  regulation  under  the  police  power,  if  not  under  the  im- 
plied power,  resulting  from  the  nature  of  the  public  utility  franchise. 
Milbank  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.li.  .6F,  562  <S.  C.  —  S.  D. 
— ,  159  N.  W.  99). 

17.  That  the  granting  to  a  local  telephone  company  of  physical  con- 
nection with  the  long-distance  lines  of  a  local  competitor  will  cause  the 
latter  to  lose  subscribers  does  not  deprive  it  of  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  Auxvasse  !Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Buffum  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916E,  296  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  559). 

18.  An  order  directing  physical  connection  of  competing  telephone 
systems  is  not  a  taking  of  property  without  compensation,  where  the 
patron  ia  required  to  pay  the  regular  toll  charge  and  also  an  additional 
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charge  for  tlie  additional  service.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Ck>.  y.  Railroad 
Commission,  P.UJ1.1916D,  212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  —  LJI.A.1916E,  748,  156 
N.  W.  614). 

d.  Limiting  evidence, 

19.  A  statute  limiting  the  evidence  which  can  he  heard  in  a  court 
in  a  proceeding  to  enforce  an  award  for  reparation  made  by  the  Com- 
mission, to  that  heard  before  the  Commission,  or  such  as  could  not  be 
had  before  the  Commission  by  ordinary  diligence,  does  not  deny  due 
process  of  law  and  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  guaranteed  by  the 
Federal  Constitution.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery 
Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

20.  Due  process  of  law  guaranteed  by  the  Federal  and  state  Con- 
stitutions is  not  violated  or  abridged  by  a  statute  which  provides  that 
both  upon  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  and  in 
an  action  to  enforce  such  order  no  evidence  may  be  received  except  that 
which  was  introduced  before  the  Commission,  where,  upon  the  original 
hearing,  evidence  may  be  introduced  upon  all  material  points  and  a 
statute  (§  7,  chap.  312,  South  Dakota  Laws  1913)  gives  the  court  ample 
authority  to  correct  any  errors  which  might  have  occurred  in  the  pre- 
ceding stages  of  the  case.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1083  (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  W.  819). 

///.  Clas8  legislution, 

a.  In  general, 

21.  The  state,  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  with  which  it  is 
vested,  in  prescribing  rates  for  intrastate  traffic,  may  make  reasonable 
classifications  of  business.  The  power  is  not  arbitrary,  and  must  be 
used  with  due  regard  for  the  carrier's  right  to  proper  compensation. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  406 
(S.  0.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  110  N.  E.  952). 

22.  Hie  enforcement  of  an  award  of  reparation  made  by  the  Com- 
mission based  upon  a  rate  applicable  to  all  persons  does  not  compel  the 
earlier  to  make  a  discrimination  in  violation  of  the  Kentucky  Consti- 
tution. Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F, 
568  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

23.  That  under  the  Idaho  statute  electrical  energy  may  be  trans- 
mitted into  the  state  by  mining  companies  for  their  own  use  without 
regulation  by  the  Commission,  while  the  transmission  into  the  state 
of  such  energy  for  distribution  to  the  public  for  a  compensation  is  sub- 
ject to  regulation,  does  not  render  the  statute  void  as  denying  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  or  as  imposing  a  burden  on  interstate  commerce. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  144. 

h.  Jitney  regulations, 

24.  The  exclusion  of  automobiles  privately  owned  and  used,  from 
the  operation  of  a  statute  requiring  the  operator  of  a  jitney  to  execute 
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a  bond  to  indemnify  persons,  including  those  not  passengers,  and  prop- 
erty that  may  be  injured  by  negligent  operation,  does  not  render  the 
statute  violative  of  state  and  Federal  constitutional  prohibitions  against 
arbitrary  ^class  legislation.  Memphis  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916A,  825  (S.  C. 
—  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1151,  179  S.  W.  631). 

25.  Jitneys  may  be  separated  from  taxicabs,  other  rent  cars,  and 
street  railways  for  the  purpose  of  municipal  regulation.  Aiito  Transit 
Co.  V.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  565  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S. 
W.  685). 

26.  An  ordinance  requiring  a  license  fee  of  $10  for  jitneys,  while 
taxi  cabs  and  other  rent  cars  pay  only  $3,  and  a  strei^t  railway  pays 
nothing,  and  that  requires  the  execution  of  a  bond  to  pay  damages 
arising  from  wrongful  operation,  while  none  is  required  of  taxicabs, 
other  rent  cars,  and  the  street  railway,  is  not  obnoxious  to  a  constitu- 
tional guaranty  of  equal  rights.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth, 
P.U.R.1916C,  665  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —  182  S.  W.  685). 

27.  An  ordinance  requiring  a  jitney  operator  to  give  a  bond  to  pay 
damages  arising  from  wrongful  operation  does  not  discriminate  in  not 
requiring  a  bond  of  the  driver  of  a  taxicab,  rent  car,  or  private  car, 
since  jitney  operation  is  the  more  dangerous.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft. 
Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  665  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

28.  No  illegal  discrimination  is  made  against  persons  operating  mo- 
tor vehicles  for  the  transportation  of  persons  for  15  cents  or  Iors,  and 
in  favor  of  persons  charging  a  higher  rate,  by  a  statute  requiring  oper- 
ators to  secure  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  from  the  Com- 
mission. Public  Service  Commission  v.  Booth,  P.U.R.19J6A,  955  (8.  C. 
170  App.  Div.  590,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  140). 

29.  No  illegal  discrimination  is  made  against  persons  operating  motor 
vehicles  for  transportation  of  persons  for  15  cents  or  less  by  a  statute 
requiring  operators  to  furnish  a  bond  to  secure  safety  of  passengers  and 
the  public,  and  imposing  a  tax  upon  such  vehicles,  when  like  provisiona 
are  not  made  with  reference  to  other  vehicles  carrying  passengers  for 
hire.  Public  Service  Service  Commission  v.  Booth,  P.U.R.1910A,  955 
(S.  C.  170  App.  Div.  690,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  140). 

IV,  Denial  of  trial  hy  jury, 

30.  A  railroad  is  not  deprived  in  a  reparation  case  of  its  constitu- 
tional right  of  trial  by  jury  where,  although  such  right  is  denied  upon 
a  hearing  before  the  Railroad  Commissioners  and  upon  an  appeal  there- 
from, the  orders  of  such  Commission  may  be  enforced  only  in  a  oourt 
action,  and  a  statute  (chap.  263,  South  Dakota  Laws  1915)  provider 
that  a  jury  trial  may  be  had  in  t»uch  action  whore  the  order  of  the 
Commission  sought  to  be  enforced  requires  the  payment  of  money. 
Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &.  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  108;i 

(S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  W.  819) . 

§ 

V,  Impairtnent  of  contracts. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  executed 
prior  to  Public  Service  Commission  Law.  see  Rates,  21. 
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Power  of  CJommission  to  prevent  electric  railways  from  discohtinuing 

sale  of  6  tickets  for  25  cents  where  franchise  provides  for  5  cent  fare, 

see  Rates,  28. 
Charter  provision  preventing  municipality  from  fixing  rates  to  produce 

less  than  10  per  cent  return  as  affecting  power  of  Commission  to 

^  lower  rates,  see  Return,  13. 

Abstract  cases  dealing  with  impairment  of  oontraet^  P.U.R.1916E, 
p.  806. 

a.  In  generah 

f 

31.  Tlie  Washington  Public  Service  Conunlssion  law  (Laws  1911, 
chap.  117,  §  34),  in  permitting  an  irrigation  company  to  furnish  water, 
at  the  rate  fixed  in  contracts  in  force  on  the  effective  date  of  the  act, 
does  not  preclude  the  Commission  from  fixing  rates  at  the  end  of  the 
period  prescribed  by  the  contracts.  Burford  v.  Consumers'  Ditch  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1916D,  448. 

1».  FrattcJti8e  eontracta, 

1,  In  general. 

32.  The  New  York  Commission  may  fix  a  rate  for  natural  gas  higher 
than  the  rate  prescribed  in  a  franchise  contract  from  a  town,  where 
the  town  waives  the  restriction  and  the  utility  is  operating  without 
profit.    Re  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  349. 

33.  The  Nebraska  Commission  has  power  to  increase  telephone  rates 
above^  those  fixed  in  a  municipal  franchise,  where  the  municipality  is 
not  authorized  to  fi'K  rates  which  cannot  be  readjusted.  Re  Platte 
County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1018D,  63. 

34.  The  fixing  of  higher  telephone  rates  by  a  Public  Service  Com- 
mission than  those  prescribed  by  a  franchise  contract  ordinance  does 
not  unconstitutionally  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract  or  the  right 
to  contract,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  contract  is  with  a  mu- 
nicipality, where  the  power  to  regulate  rates  has  not  been  delegated  to 
the  city.    Re  Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  318. 

35.  The  (Colorado  Public  Service  Commission  can  abolish  reduced 
rate  coupon  transfer  tickets  prescribed  by  a  franchise  ordinance  prior 
to  the  Public  Utilities  Law,  where  the  municipal  powers  are  derived 
from  a  legislative  grant  which  does  not  expressly  delegate  to  the  city 
the  power  to  fix  rates.  Denver  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Englewood,  P.U.R. 
191(iE,  134  (S.  C.  •—  Colo.  — ,  —  Pac.  — ). 

36.  The  Colorado  Commission  haa  jurisdiction  to  require  a  public 
utility  to  eliminate  discriminatory  rates,  although  contracts  with  con- 
sumers or  municipal  franchise  contracts  are  involved,  unless  the  Con- 
stitution or  the  legislature  of  the  state  has  expressly  delegated  to  the 
municipality  the  power  to  contract  inviolably  for  rates  for  the  period 
covered  by  the  franchise  granted.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat,  & 
P.  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916C,  464. 
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2,  Contracts  valid  when  nwde. 

37.  The  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  has  power  to  in- 
crease street  railway  rates  pre^ribed  by  municipal  franchise  or  by 
statute  by  virtue  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  act  authorizing 
the  Commission  to  determine  rates  that  are  just  and  reasonable,  and 
repealing  all  statutes  "which  would  in  any  way  limit  or  prevent  the 
exercise  to  the  fullest  extent  of  any  of  the  jurisdiction,  powers,  au- 
thority, or  discretion  delegated  to  the  Commission."  Bay  State  Rate 
Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

38.  A  valid  ordinance  contract  fixing  maximum  sewer  rates  does 
not  preclude  a  Public  Service  Commission  from  establishing  a  higher 
rate.    Re  Burlington  Sewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  505. 

39.  The  refusal  of  street  and  interurban  railways  to  issue  transfers 
to  one  part  of  a  city  although  issued  to  all  other  parts  may  be  pre- 
vented under  an  anti-discrimination  statute,  although  the  refusal  is  in 
accordance  with  a  contract  ordinance.  Joplin  v.  Southwest  Missouri  R. 
(o.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  47. 

40.  Assuming  that  a  municipal  franchise  contract  providing  for  free 
water  for  municipal  and  fire  protection  purposes  was  valid  when  made, 
its  performance  becomes  unlawful  by  virtue  of  a  subsequent  statute 
providing  that  all  individuals,  firms,  and  corporations,  whether  private, 
public,  or  municipal,  shall  pay  the  rates  established  by  a  board,  and 
that  the  rates  shall  be  uniform,  since  it  was  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  waive  any  contract  rights  of  tile  municipality  without  in- 
fringing the  constitutional  provision  against  impairing  the  obligation 
of  a  contract.    Re  AugusU  Water  Dist.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916E,  31. 

41.  A  statute  (N.  H.  Laws  of  1911,  chap.  164,  §  11  [b],  as  amended 
by  Laws  of  1915,  chap.  99,  §  5)  requiring  a  street  railway  to  make  such 
reasonable  extensions  as  may  be  ordered  by  the  (Commission  does  not 
impair  the  obligations  of  its  charter  contract  giving  it  the  right  to 
determine  where  its  lines  should  be  built,  nor  take  its  property  without 
just  compensation,  where  the  statutes  (Pub.  Stat.  chap.  14S,  §  19) 
provide  that  the  legislature  may  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  the  charter  of 
any  corporation,  since  tlie  statute  is  a  valid  exercise  of  the  reserved 
right  to  amend  the  charter.  Colburn  ▼.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.  (X.  H.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  424. 

42.  An  accepted  railroad  charter  imposing  a  duty  not  to  obstruct 
any  highway  crossing  does  not  preclude  a  city  from  being  required  to 
bear  a  part  of  the  cost  of  separation  of  grade  crossings,  on  tlie  theory 
that  the  charter  provision  is  a  contract  that  cannot  be  impaired  by 
subsequent  legislation,  because  such  provision  is  merely  a  police  regu- 
lation; and  because,  even  if  it  were  a  contract,  it  would  be  one  with 
the  state  which  cannot  grant  away  its  right  to  make  or  change  such 
regulations.  Milwaukee  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  592  (S. 
C.  —  Wis.  — ,  155  N.  W.  948). 

43.  Refusal  of  a  certificate  of  convenience  to  a  corporation  having 
received,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Service  law,  a  charter 
right  and  municipal  franchise  to  furnish  electricity  in  territory  occu- 
pied by  another  company,  does  not  deprive  the  corporation  of  its  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  nor  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract, 
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especially  where  the  state  retained  the  right  to  alter  corporate  char- 
ters. Re  Relief  Electric  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  P.U.R.191CD,  692  (S.  C. 
—  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  — ). 

c.  Contracts  with  conmimers^ 

1,  In  general. 

44.  Contracts  fixing  rates  for  irrigation  are  not  binding  aa  against 
the  power  of  the  Commission  to  regulate  ratea.  Re  North  Fork  Ditdi 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  477. 

45.  An  increased  rate  for  additional  switching  service  to  rural  tele- 
phone  subscribers  should  be  exacted  from  those  having  contracts  as 
well  aa  from  those  without  contracts.  Adams  v.  Dakota  0.  Teleph.  Co. 
(8.  D.)  P.U.R.191flF,  575. 

46.  A  railroad  contract  for  a  lower  round  trip  fare  to  club  members 
to  a  clubhouse  than  is  given  the  public,  although  valid  when  made,  is 
unenforceable  in  equity  under  §  31  of  the  Public  Service  Commission's 
Law,  requiring  the  same  charge  to  all  for  like  service,  where  the  carrier 
continued  the  old  rate  to  the  public.  Onondaga  Golf  k  C.  Club  v.  Syra- 
cuse ft  S.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  540  (S.  C.  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  693). 

47.  A  consumer  of  water  cannot  be  served  at  less  than  regular  rates, 
although  upon  the  ccmveyance  of  his  land  to  the  water  company  it  was 
agreed  that  he  should  receive  a  lower  rate  for  water.  Re  North  Fork 
Ditch  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1016D,  477. 

48.  An  order  of  the  Commission  increasing  ratea  to  be  charged 
by  a  utility  above  those  fixed  in  a  contract  with  a  consumer  is  a  valid 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  although  the  contract  was 
valid  when  made,  and  was  executed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
statute  establishing  the  Commission,  since  such  contracts  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  entered  into  in  contemplation  of  the  continuing 
power  of  the  state  to  r^^late  ratea  of  public  utilities.  Raymond 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Raymcmd  Light  ft  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  437  (S.  C.  — 
Wash.  — ,  159  Pac.  133). 

49.  The  enactment  of  the  Railroad  Commission  Act  and  the  Public 
Utilities  Act  prohibiting  discrimination  in  rates  and  requiring  carriers 
to  file  tariffs  containing  the  legal  rates  rendered  unenforceable  a  prior 
contract,  valid  when  made,  by  which  a  carrier  agreed  to  transport 
freight  for  a  business  concern  at  certain  designated  rates,  less  than  the 
tariff  rates  on  file,  since  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  contract  was  made 
in  contemplation  of  the  reserve  power  of  the  state  to  regulate  the  rates 
of  public  utilities.  Mullen  ft  Co.  v.  Denver  ft  R.  G.  R.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  128. 

50.  Invalid  contracts  for-  telephone  sendee  at  lower  than  the  regu- 
lar rate  are  not  within  the  constituticmal  protection  against  impair- 
ment. Hannibal  Trust  Co.  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  625  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  a  R.  451). 

2.  Contracts  with  municipalities, 
61.  A  contract  fixing  the  rate  for  water  sold  to  a  town  by  a  publie 
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utility  is  not  taken  out  of  the  general  rule  that  a  rate  specified  in  a 
contract  between  a  utility  and  a  consumer  is  subject  to  alteration  by 
the  state  under  the  police  power,  by  the  fact  that  the  contract  is  made 
with  a  municipality,  instead  of  with  a  private  corporation  or  person, 
even  though  the  town  is  exercising  a  private  function,  and  is  a  private 
water  seller.  Sausalito  v.  Marin  Water  A  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.iylBA, 
244. 

52.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  California  Commission  to  regulate  the 
rates  of  a  public  utility  cannot  be  denied  on  the  theory  that  a  town 
has  been  granted  the  right  to  contract  away  the  state's  power  over 
rates,  and  that  the  town,  by  a  contract  with  the  utility,  has  exercised 
this  power,  since  regulation  by  the  Commission  in  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  such  a  case,  whether  the  contract  was  made  prior  or 
subsequent  to  the  creation  of  the  Commission,  does  not  violate  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitution  forbidding  laws  impairing  the 
obligations  of  contract  and  the  taking  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law.    Sausalito  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  244. 

53.  The  Maryland  Commission  has  the  right  to  regulate  the  rates 
of  a  water  company,  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  delegated  by  the 
legislature,  regardless  of  any  contract  between  the  utility  and  the  city 
in  which  it  operates.  Re  Washington  County  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
]916A,  506. 

54.  A  contract  between  a  municipality  and  a  water  company  fixing 
rates  to  private  consumers  does  not  prevent  a  Board  of  Public  Utility 
Commissioners  from  fixing  a  higher  rate,  as  against  the  objection  of  the 
municipality  and  consumers,  since  the  state,  through  the  agency  of  the 
Board,  may  waive  the  contract  rights  of  the  public  without  improperly 
impairing  the  obligation  of  the  contract.  North  Wildwood  v.  Public 
Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916B,  77   (S.  C.  88  N.  J.  L.  81,  96  Atl.  749). 

55.  The  disapproval  by  a  Commission,  in  order  to  prevent  ruinous 
competition,  of  a  street  lighting  contract,  authorized  by  a  utility  charter, 
does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  the  charter  although  the  utility  was 
incorporated  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  Commission,  since  the  dis- 
approval is  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Re  Jenkins  Twp.  Elec- 
tric Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  511. 

d.  Contracts  between  corporations. 

56.  An  agreement  between  companies  operating  a  through  route 
over  an  urban  and  interurban  electric  road  that  one,  without  tlic  con- 
sent of  the  other,  shall  not  make  a  rate  less  than  10  cents  lor  passengers 
between  certain  points,  will  not  prevent  the  New  Jersey  Commission 
from  fixing  a  less  rate.  Manufacturers  &  P.  Interests  Asso.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

e.  Impairment  by  city  ordinance. 

57.  An  ordinance  requiring  a  city  franchise  for  the  operation  of  a 
telephone  system  impairs  the  obligation  of  contract  rights  of  a  corpora- 
tion that  has  built  lines  in  city  streets  by  virtue  of  statutory  authority 
to  use  the  public  highways,  although  constitutional  and  legislative  pro- 
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▼isions  reserve  the  right  to  amend  or  repeal  laws  for  the  creation  of  cor- 
porations or  the  granting  of  privileges,  and  to  alter  and  set  aside 
inoorporationSy  and  to  regelate  and  withhold  franchises,  since  the  reser- 
vations pertain  only  to  corporate  existence  and  corporate  power,  and 
not  to  corporate  property.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  P.UJ1.1916B, 
141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82). 

58.  A  telephone  company  cannot  be  devested  of  a  state  contract 
right  to  use  city  streets  by  an  ordinance  requiring  it  to  obtain  a  fran- 
chise from  the  city,  since  the  state  cannot  indirectly  revoke  rights  tliat 
it  cannot  directly  revoke.  Iowa  Teleph.  Ck>.  v.  Keokuk,  P.U.R.1916B, 
141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82). 

59.  A  jitney  ordinance  increasing  a  license  fee  over  that  p.iid  by 
op^ators  under  a  prior  ordinance  does  not  unconstitutionally  impair 
the  obligation  of  a  contract,  particularly  where  the  new  ordinance  pro- 
vides for  a  new  licehse  for  the  imexpired  term  or  the  refunding  of  the 
fee  for  such  term.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.UJ1.1916C,  665 
(S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

60.  A  constitutional  grant  (Cal.  Const,  art.  11,  §  19)  of  the  right 
to  lay  water  mains  in  the  streets,  subject  only  to  local  superintendence 
of  tlie  execution  of  the  work,  regulations  for  indemnity  with  respect 
to  damage,  and  municipal  regulation  of  rates,  precludes  a  city  from 
requiring  the  extension  or  tlie  enlarging  of  mains  solely  to  furnish  water 
for  municipal  tire  protection.  Alameda  v.  People's  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  865. 

TI*  Delegation  of  powers, 

61.  Tliere  is  no  unlawful  delcQ^tion  of  legislative  power  to  an  ad- 
ministrative body  by  a  statute  (Wis.  Stat.  1913,  §  1797-12e)  authoriz- 
ing a  Railroad  Commission  to  require  a  city  to  bear  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  separation  of  crossing  grades  of  railroad  tracks  and  city  streets,  upon 
ordering  such  change  in  the  interest  of  public  safety.  Milwaukee  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  592  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  155  N.  W. 
948). 

62.  The  power  delegated  by  the  legislature  to  the  Oklahoma  Cor- 
poration Commission  to  prescribe  rates  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Con- 
stitution, article  4,  §  1,  and  was  delegated  pursuant  to  Constitution, 
article  9,  §  18.  Oklahoma  Gin  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.191CC,  22  (S.  C.  — 
Okla.  —,  —  Pac.  — ) . 

VII,  Departments  of  government, 

63.  The  legislature  cannot  impair  the  jurisdiction  of  a  constitutional 
court  by  preventing  its  exercise  or  creating  a  co-ordinate  authority. 
Public  Service  Klectric  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.11)16D,  107 
(S.  C.  —  N.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013). 

64.  A  Commission,  in  finding  a  rate  extortionate  and  awarding  rep- 
Aration  upon  past  transactions,  based  upon  a  rate  prescribed  by  the 
Commission,  does  not  exercise  legislative,  judicial,  and  executive  pow- 
er of  an  arbitrary  nature  in  violation  of  the  Kentucky  Constitution. 
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Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  608 
(S.  C.  —  Ky.  —  187  S.  W.  296). 

65.  A  statute  (Ky.  Stat.  §  820)  authorizing  the  Railroad  Commis* 
sion  to  award  reparation  upon  finding,  after  a  hearing,  that  a  carrier 
has  charged  extortionate  rates,  does  not  invest  the  CommisBion  with 
judicial  power,  nor  does  the  Commission  exercise  judicial  power  in 
making  such  an  award,  in  violation  of  the  Kentucky  Const itution» 
providing  that  judicial  power  shall  be  vested  and  exercised  only  by 
the  courts  established  by  the  Constitution.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  0.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W. 
296). 

66.  Water  contracts  with  purchasers  of  irrigable  land,  delegating  to 
the  utility,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Washington  Public  Service 
Commission  law  (Laws  1911,  chap.  117),  power  to  fix  the  rates,  does 
not  deprive  the  Commission  of  the  right  to  prescribe  rates,  on  the 
theory  that  the  Commission  in  finding  a  reasonable  rate  would  be  con* 
struing  the  contracts  and  thereby  attempting  an  exercise  of  judicial 
power.    Burford  v.  Consumers*  Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  448. 

VIII.  Police  power. 

Provision  as  to  municipality  exceeding  debt  limit  as  not  a  surrender  of 
police  power,  see  Public  Utilities,  16. 

67.  Tlie  state  had  power  to  enact  the  Pennsylvania  Public  Service 
Act  regulating  public  utility  companies  and  restricting  competition, 
since  the  police  power  of  the  state  is  broad  enough  to  include  regula- 
tions for  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  the  public.  Re  Relief  Elec- 
tric Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  592  (S.  C.  —  Pa.  Syper. 
Ct.— ). 

68.  A  statute  (Wisconsin  Laws  1911,  §§  1,  2,  chap.  546)  providing 
for  the  physical  connection  of  telephone  systems  is,  when  construed 
as  not  permitting  physical  connection  where  it  would  result  in  substan- 
tial loss  to  either  of  the  companies,  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D, 
212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  L.R.A.1916E,  748,  156  N.  W.  614). 

69.  The  term  "irreparable  injury"  used  in  Wis.  Laws  1911,  chap. 
546,  §§  1,  2,  forbidding  physical  connection  between  competing  telephone 
systems  where  irreparable  injury  will  result,  means  such  as  would  de- 
prive the  utility  of  the  beneficial  use  of  its  property,  and  not  a  mere 
financial  loss,  and  as  so  construed  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  CJo.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D, 
212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  L.R.A.1916E,  748,  156  N.  W.  614). 

70.  A  statute  (Wis.  Stat.  1913,  §  1797-12e)  authorizing  the  Rail- 
road Commission  to  require  a  city  to  bear  a  part  of  the  cost  of  separa- 
tion of  crossing  grades  of  railroad  tracks  and  city  streets,  upon  order- 
ing such  change  in  the  interest  of  public  safety,  is  a  proper  exercise  of 
the  police  power.  Milwaukee  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  592 
(S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  155  X.  W.  948). 

71.  The  state  may  declare  jitney  buses  operating  in  cities  common 
carriers,  and  require  operators  to  secure  a  certificate  of  convenience  and 
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neceasity  frcmi  the  Commission.    Public  Senrice  Commission  t.  Booth 
P.U.R.1916A,  955   (S.  C.  170  App.  Div.  690,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  140). 

72.  A  statute  requiring  the  operator  of  a  jitney  to  execute  a  bond 
to  indemnify .  those  who  may  be  injured  by  negligent  operation  is  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Memphis  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916A, 
825  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — ,  LJUklWOB,  1151,  179  N.  W.  631). 

IX.  Betimffresaive  legislation, 

73.  The  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Louisiana  does  not  prohibit  ret- 
rospective legislation.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  356  (S.  C.  —  La.  — ,  70  So.  332). 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  also  Constbuction  axd  Equipment. 
Of  contract,  see  Contract. 
Of  statutes,  see  Statutes. 

CONSTRUCTION  ANB  EQUIPMENT. 

Method  of  accounting  for  discarded  equipment  of  an  electric  utility, 
see  Aoooustino,  2. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  changing  from  direct  to  alternating  cur- 
rent service  where  consumer's  equipment  is  made  useless,  see 
Afpobtionmest,  6. 

Formula  for  apportionment  of  maintenance  and  cost  of  railroad 
equipment  between  lines  and  terminal,  see  Apportionment,  29. 

Time  of  general  officers  of  water  company  to  be  apportioned  between 
construction  and  replacements,  see  Apportionment,  61. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in  equipment  between  different  depart- 
ments of  mining  company  furnishing  electricity,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 79,  80. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  88. 

Reduced  rates  to  owners  of,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 
48-60. 

Special  rate  on  crushed  stone  made  at  cement  plant  during  construc- 
tion, as  authorized  by  Iowa  Code,  see  Discrimination,  64. 

Illinois  Headlights  Law  not  superseded  by  Federal  Statute,  see  In- 
TiiatSTATE  Commerce,  8. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  rebuilding  of  industrial  spur  track 
used  in  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  12. 

Proof  of  violation  of  Headlights  Law,  see  Railroads,  1. 

Consumer  to  share  in  benefit  from  introduction  of  Mazda  lamps  as 
modern  equipment,  see  Rates,  111. 

Cost  of  equipment  necessary  in  near  future  as  ground  for  refusing 
to  reduce  street  railway  rates,  see  Rates,  213. 

Amortization  of  discarded  equipment,  see  Return,  33,  34. 

Subsidiary's  payment  to  parent  company  for  lease  of  instruments 
as  operating  expense,  see  Return,  98,  99. 

Duty  of  consumer  to  install  device  to  limit  initial  current  on  start- 
ing of,  see  SiBViGB,  132. 
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Right  of  utility  to  enforce  reaBonable  rules  to  insure  sufficiency  and 
safety  of  consumer's  equipment,  see  Sebvice,  151,  152. 

Equipment  of  cars  for  shipment  of  lumber  under  New  Hampshire 
statute,  see  Service,  212-214. 

Necessity  of  showing  that  service  of  single  track  railway  will  be 
improved  before  requiring  installation  of  automatic  signals  for 
construction  of  passing  tracks,  see  Service,  22.>. 

Right  to  require  street  railway  to  designate  rear  door  of  car  for 
entrance  and  front  door  for  exit,  see  Service,  227. 

Right  of  telephone  to  require  subscribers  to  purchase  equipment 
as  condition  of  service,  see  Service,  247. 

Of  street  railway,  see  Street  Railways. 

Valuation  of  equipment,  see  Valuation. 

Consideration  of  increased  cost  of  construction  during  winter 
months,  see  Valuation,  6. 

Ascertainment  of  reproduction  on  cost  of  railroad  ballast,  see  Valu- 
ation, 89. 

Allowance  for  interest  during  construction,  see  Valuation,  127, 
120,  133,  134.  141,  166-167. 

Manufacturers  supplying  engineering  as  affecting  allowances  for 
overhead  expense,  see  Valuation,  144,  186. 

Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

Consideration  of  piecemeal  construction  in  fixing  overhead  expenses, 
see  Valuation,  192,  199. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expense  for  water  machinery,  see  Valuation, 
198. 

Cost  of  newly  installed  equipment  charged  to  construction  or  de- 
preciation reserve,  see  Valuation,  227. 

Right  to  allowance  for  materials  and  supplies  carried  for  new  con- 
struction, see  Valuation,  241. 

Included  in  nonoperating  property,  see  Valuation,  243. 

Right  to  value  inefficient  equipment  at  scrap  value,  see  Valuation, 
247. 

Equipment  not  used  or  useful,  see  Valuation,  257-293. 

Interest  on,  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation,  812. 

Working  capital  as  not  to  include  construction  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 347. 

CONSTRUCTION  PERIOD. 

Length  of,  in  computing  interest  during  construction,  see  Valua- 
tion, 165. 

Length  of  construction  period  as  affecting  allowances  for  overhead 
expenses,  see  Valuation,  205. 

CONSUMERS  AND  PATRONS. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  changing  from  direct  to  alternating  cur- 
rent service  where  consumer's  equipment  is  made  useless,  see 
Appobtionment,  6. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  placing  electric  wires  under  ground  be- 
tween utility  and  consumer,  see  Apportionment,  7. 
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Basis  for  apporticming  between  ctmsumers,  amount  guaranteed  for 
service  extensions,  see  Appobtionmknt,  86. 

Interest  of  shippers,  in  apportionment  of  through  rate  between  con* 
necting  carriers,  see  Appoktiokhent,  99. 

Consideration  of  welfare  of  consumers  upon  authorizing  consolida- 
Hon,  see  ConsouDATioif,  Meboer,  a!«d  Sale,  29-36. 

Directing  utility  to  cease  furnishing  Bervice  at  contract  rates  with- 
out notice  to  consumer  aa  denial  of  due  process,  see  Cokstitu- 
TiONAL  Law,  12. 

Ordering  physical  connection  resulting  in  loss  of  subscribers,  as 
taking  property  without  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
17. 

Consumer's  guarantee  for  extension  of  service  to  provide  for  de- 
preciation reserve,  see  Depbsciation,  55. 

Heter  charge  as  unjust  discrimination  in  favor  of  consumers  owning 
meters,  see  Discrimination,  24,  25. 

Concessions  in  rates  to  special  classes  of  consumers  as  discrimina- 
tion, see  Discrimination,  27-66. 

Discrimination  to  shippers  of  coal  from  locality  near  market,  see 
Discrimination,  100. 

Furnishing  cars  to  some  patrons  and  not  to  others  as  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  134. 

Requiring  farmers  to  sign  contract  providing  that  electric  bills 
shall  be  a  lien  on  land  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 
151. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  providing  that  service  bill  may  be  a 
lien  on  consumer's  land,  see  Payment,  38. 

Notice  to  change  rates  selected  by  consumer,  see  Rates,  4. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  ccmtract  entered 
into  as  inducement  to  consumer  to  locate  plant  in  city,  see 
Rates,  21. 

Consideration  of  ability  of  consumers  to  pay  in  fixing  rates,  see 
Rates,  65. 

Minimum  charge  where  mains  and  pipes  are  installed  by  consumers, 
see  Rates,  99. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  consumers'  payments  for 
extensions  and  service  connections,  see  Reparation,  23,  24. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  consumers  to  pay  for  service  re- 
ceived free,  see  Reparation,  25. 

Contracts  with  patrons  along  interurban  railway  lines  as  affecting 
right  to  increase  rates,  see  Return,  5. 

Consideration  of  fact  that  telephone  subscribers  have  advanced  part 
cost  of  extensions  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  139. 

Comparison  of  number  of  consumers  per  unit  of  population  in  esti- 
mating earning  capacity  of  an  electric  plant,  see  Return,  165. 

Repairs  and  replacements  by  telephone  subscribers,  see  Service,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  number  of  messages 
sent  from  subscriber's  telephone,  sec  Service,  51. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  funds  c,  iected  by  prospective  con- 
sumers for  poles,  see  Service,  8. 
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Power  of  Illinois  Ck}miiii83i<»i  to  require  electric  consumers  to  re- 
pair service  lines  connecting  with  transmission  lines,  see  Sesv- 
ICE,  37. 

Consideration  of  contract  obligations  of  predecessor  with  patrons 
in  relation  to  donations  of  cash  and  property  in  passing  upon 
question  whether  abandoned  railroad  line  should  be  recon- 
structed, see  Skbyiob,  48. 

Requiring  municipal  plant  to  extend  its  electric  service  as  depend- 
ent upon  interests  of,  see  Sebvice,  62. 

Condition  imposed  upon,  in  ordering  extension,  see  Sebvics,  81-86. 

When  to  bear  cost  of  extension  of  service,  see  Service,  87-97. 

Right  to  require  applicants  for  rural  extension  to  furnish  poles,  see 
Sebvioe,  93,  94. 

Discontinuance  of  serice  for  permitting  nonsubscriber  to  use  tele- 
phones, see  Sbbvice,  106,  107. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  written  applications  and  contracts 
for  service,  see  Service,  110-114. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Sebvice,  118-142. 

\Mio  to  bear  expense  of  cost  of  placing  wires  undergroimd,  see 
Sebvicb,  145. 

Right  to  require  consumer  to  grant  free  right  of  way  beyond  his 
installation  as  condition  precedent  to  electric  service,  see  Sbbv- 
ice, 147. 

Reasonableness  of  rules  of  electric  utility  as  to  safety  of  consumer's 
equipment,  see  Service,  151-153. 

Right  to  require  electric  consumers  to  waive  future  dama^res  for 
defective  wiring,  see  Service,  157. 

Duty  of  shipper  to  adapt  himself  to  facilities  customarily  used  by 
shippers  of  his  commodity,  see  Service,  209. 

Majority  to  determine  whether  service  on  rural  lines  shall  be  limited 
to  one  system  or  should  be  connected  with  foreign  exclmnge, 
see  Service,  242. 

Right  of  telephone  to  require  purchase  of  stock  or  ownership  of 
equipment  as  a  condition  to  service,  see  Service,  246,  247 

Telephone  company  not  to  use  knife  switches  to  be  operated  by,  see 
Service,  249. 

Number  of  subscribers  of  a  rural  party  telephone  line,  see  Service, 
250. 

Policy  of  permitting  telephone  subscribers  to  maintain  the  line,  see 
Service,  252. 

Telephone  operator  not  to  call  subscriber  finding  line  busy,  see 
Service,  269. 

Rule  against  permitting  use  of  water  by  persons  not  patrons,  see 
Service,  295. 

Valuation  of  service  connections  paid  for  by  consumers,  see  Valua- 
tion, 302,  307-309. 

Annotation  on  the  right  of  water  utility  to  require  consumer  to  pay 
for  Installing  and  maintaining  service  connectioiis,  P.U  R.19I6E,  p.  447. 
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CONSUMPTION. 

Combination  of  electrical  consumption  l>y  landlord  and  tenant  to 
secure  reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38.   • 

OONTINOENCIE8. 

Allowance  for  contingeBcies  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 

TIOK,  127,  134,  145,  170-173. 
Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses,  including  contingencies, 

see  Valuation,  185-209. 

''CONTINOENCIE8  EXTBAOBDINART.'' 

Fire  loss  to  be  accounted  for  under  title  of,  see  AooofUfmNQ,  1. 

COMTINUINO  EXPENSES. 

Expenses  not  continuing  not  to  be  included  aa  operating  expense,  see 
Return,  61. 

CONTRACT  OBLIGATIONS. 

See  Contbaots. 

CONTRACTORS. 

Allowance  for  contractor's  profit  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 134,  174-176. 
Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

CONTRACTS. 

Power  of  Commission  to  issue  order  contrary  to  injunction  of  courts 
relative  to  construction  of  contract,  see  Commissions,  5. 

Enforcement  of  contracts  by  Commission,  see  Commissions,  10,  32, 
37;  Sebvicb,  29,  30,  189,  190. 

Discriminatory  contracts  for  service,  see  Disobimination,  6,  37,  43, 
60. 

Directing  utility  to  cease  furnishing  service  at  contract  rates  with- 
out notice  to  consumer  as  denial  of  due  process,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  12. 

Impairments  of  contracts,  see  Constitutional  Law,  31-60. 

Jurisdiction  of  court  to  exclusion  of  Commission,  to  enjoin  use  of 
side  track  involving  construction  of  contract,  see  Courts,  3. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  sec 
Damages,  3,  5. 

Franchise  giving  town  option  to  purchase  plant  at  price  to  be  de- 
termined by  arbitrators  as  preventing  acquisition  by  eminent 
domain,  see  Eminent  Domain,  1. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 
utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 
NiTNT  Domain,  3. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  for  operation  of  rural  telephone  lines 
from  exchange  of  another  company,  see  iNTSBOORPOftATB  Rela- 
tions, 3. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  providing  that  service  bill  shall  be  a 
lien  on  consumer's  land,  see  Payment,  38. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 7. 
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98  CONTRACTS. 

Higher  street  lighting  rate  for  short  term  contract,  we  Ratrs,  8. 

Rate  reitriction  in  franchise  of  absorbed  company  as  affecting  rates 
of  consolidated  company,  see  Rates,  9. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  exe- 
cuted prior  to  Public  Service  Commission  law,  see  Ratc8,  21. 

Existence  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  82,  83. 

Authority  to  make  minimum  charge  not  provided  for  in  contract, 
see  Rates,  99. 

Right  to  fix  telephone  rates  by  special  contract,  see  Rates,  215. 

Application  of  rule  of  statutory  construction  as  to  change  of  con- 
tract by  later  contract,  see  Rates,  259. 

Reorganization  agreement  regarded  as  part  of  new  articles  of  asso- 
ciation or  charter,  see  Reorganization,  2. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  reparation  for  overcharges  collected 
under  special  contract  executed  prior  to  Public  Utilities  Law, 
see  Repabation,  16. 

Power  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  to  approve  agreement  between 
carrier  and  shipper  for  reparation,  see  Reparation,  17. 

Contracts  with  patrons  along  interurban  railway  line  as  affecting 
right  to  increase  rates,  see  Return,  5. 

Contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  school  houses  and  city  buildings 
as  including  state  educational  institutions,  see  Service,  2. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  furnish  adequate  service  irrespective  of  agrc«^ 
ment  to  do  so  in  return  for  public  aid,  see  Service,  4. 

Power  of  California  Commission  to  compel  extension  of  water  mains 
to  furnish  water  for  fire  protection  in  absence  of  contract,  see 
Service,  18. 

Consideration  of  contract  to  give  service  in  exchange  for  right  of 
way  in  passing  upon  the  substitution  of  motor  bus  service  for 
street  car  service,  see  Service,  25. 

Right  of  water  company  to  substitute  meter  measurements  for  flat 
rates  under  contract  with  city  without  invoking  aid  of  Com- 
mission, see  Service,  27. 

Contract  to  furnish  service  as  affecting  right  to  discontinue  service, 
see  Service,  48,  98. 

Length  of  term  of  contract"  requiring  consumers  to  pay  annual 
minimum  amount  for  extension  of  electric  service,  see  Service, 
85. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  consumers  to  sign  contract  as  con- 
dition precedent  to  service,  see  Skuvtce,  111-114. 

Right  to  require  electric  company  to  serve  apartment  house  being 
served  by  contract  with  another  company,  see  Service,  144. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  discontinue  operating  lines  of  rural 
telephone  association  through  its  exchange  where  association 
permits  connection  with  lines  of  rival  company  in  violation  of 
operating  contract,  see  Service,  248. 

Water  utility  required  to  fulfil  its  contract  to  furnish  service  to  an 
association  of  consumers,  see  Service,  271. 

Specific  performance  of,  sfe  Specific  Performance. 
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Statutes  empoT?ering  towns  to  contract  for  water  supply  as  limiting 
power  of  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Statutes,  3. 

Approval  by  Peam^lyasia  Commission  of  contract  with  municipality 
for  constructioQ  of  under  ground  railway  system,  see  Street 
Railways,  4. 

Abfltraci  of  cases  passing  upon  the  validity  of  contracts  providing 
for  reduced  rates,  P.UJi.l91«£,  p.  617. 

1.  A  contract  to  supply  electricity,  indefinite  as  to  time,  is  voidable 
by  the  utility.  Black  v.  Garrett  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  847. 

2.  The  approval  of  a  municipal  street  lighting  contract  will  not  be 
revoked  merely  because  the  secretary  of  the  Commission  did  not  per- 
form a  promise  to  notify  a  company  having  a  pripr  unexpired  contract, 
when  the  contract  in  question  was  presented  for  approval,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  such  nonperformance  was  due  to  failure  to  give  the  secre- 
tary the  name  of  the  contractor,  that  the  Conunission  rules  providing 
for  notice  by  newspaper  advertisement,  but  not  for  actual  notice,  were 
followed,  and  that  the  petitioner's  knowledge,  acquired  prior  to  the 
approval,  that  a  new  contract  had  been  made,  had  put  it  upon  inquiry 
to  discover  the  advertisement.  Be  Eastern  Pennsylvania  Light,  Heat 
&  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  428. 

3.  All  contractual  relations  between  a  municipality  and  a  lip^hting 
company  are  terminated  by  a  notice,  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  a 
street  lighting  contract,  to  discontinue  service,  although  the  notice  is 
only  for  discontinuance  until  after  final  settlement  of  a  matter  in  dis- 
pute, where  there  is  nothing  in  the  notice  to  indicate  that  service  will 
be  ordered  or  accepted  after  the  settlement  is  made.  White  Oak  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Benson  (Pa.)  P.tr.R.1916A,  811. 

CONTRIBUTED  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  23,  294,  302-^06. 

CONTROL  OF  FIELD. 

See  MoNOPOLT  aitd  Compbtitioh. 

CONVENfENtnS. 

See  generally  Cbrtiticate  op  Convenience  a?cd  Xecessitt. 

Requiring  installation  of  stock  scales  as  convenience  to  stock  raisers 
as  taking  property  without  due  process  of  law,  see  (Institu- 
tional Law,  5. 

Establishment  of  dangerous  grade  crossings  although  affording  con- 
venience denied,  see  CR0i3SiKGS,  15. 

CONVERSION. 

Of  bonds  into  stock,  see  Skoubitt  Isscts,  Vfr^, 

CONVERTERS. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in,  see  APPOBTiONMfiNY,  10. 
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100  COXVICT  LABOB— COSTS  AND  EXPENSES. 

CONVICT  UkMOU. 

Right  to  consider  preseot  day  wages  in  fixing  reproduction  cost  of 
property  built  by  convict  labor,  see  Valuation,  92. 

COBPOBATION  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

COBPORATIONS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Arizona  Commission  over  corporation  or  individuals 
operating  automobiles  for  hire,  see  Automobiles,  4. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  over  bonds  of  foreign  cor- 
poration encumbering  leasehold  interest  of  railroad  under  state 
franchise,  see  SECfUBiTY  Issues,  8. 

Applicability  of  New  Jersey  statute  limiting  sale  price  to  bonds  of 
foreign  corporation  operating  railroad  as  lessee,  see  Secubitt 
Issues,  50. 

COST. 

See  also  Costs  and  Expenses. 

Right  of  utility  to  return  upon  value  of  property  rather  than  actual 

cost,  see  Return,  146. 
Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  27-113. 

COST  OF  FINANCING. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valuation,  86. 
Allowance  for,  in  fixing  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  177, 179, 

180-183. 
Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses,  including  cost  of  financ* 

ing,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

COST  OF  OBTAINING  MONET. 

Sec  Cost  of  Financing. 

COST  OF  BEPBODUCTION. 

See  Reproduction  Cost. 

COST  OF  BEPBODUCTION  LESS  DEPBECIATXON; 

See  Reproduction  Cost  Less  I>epbeciation. 

COST  OF  SEBVICE. 

Sliding  8cale  based  on,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  67. 

As  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  68-73. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  rural  party  line  rather  than  each  telephone 

thereon  in  determining  average  cost  per  station  for  exchange, 

operation,  and  maintenance,  see  Return,  39. 

COSTS  AND  EXPENSES. 

Methods  of  accounting  for  fire  loss  and  appraisal  expense,  see  Ao- 

countino,  1. 
Apportionment  of,  generally,  see  Apportionment. 
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NeceMity  of  d^eckiiing  undistributed  oonfltruction  expense  in  find- 
ing reproduction  cost  les&  accrued  depreciation,  see  Depbecia- 
Tio:«,  12. 

Charge  of  $100  a  month  for  telephone  franchise,  gee  Franchises,  1. 

Cost  of  serriee  aa  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Raibs,  68-73. 

Data  showing  operating  reyenuee  and  expenses  for  a  period  of  years 
as  important  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Return,  2. 

Amortiaatkai  of  inYestmei^t  xad  expenses,  see  generally  Return, 
22-34. 

Allowance  for  operating  e^dnses  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  So- 
121. 

Method  of  computing  average  expense  of  cost  of  production  of  gas, 
eee  BcruBN,  70. 

Expenses  incurred  in  ratemaking  proceedings  as  operating  expense, 
see  Return,  77-80. 

Payment  to  holding  company  to  cover  supervision  expenses  as  oper- 
ating expense,  see  Return,  95-99. 

Construction  cost  as  element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  secur- 
ity issue  for  construction  of  monorail  railroad,  see  Security 
Issues,  71. 

Security  issue  to  capitalize  reorganization  expense,  see  Security 
Issues,  43. 

Of  repairs  and  replacements  made  by  telephone  subscribers  not  to 
be  deducted  from  rental,  see  Service,  1- 

Power  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  municipal  waterworks  to 
install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  aee-SBBVICB, 
28. 

Who  to  bear  cost  of  extension  of  service,  see  Service,  87-97,  148. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Consideration  of,  in  passing  upon  application  for  improvement  of 
station  facilities,  see  Service,  180-189. 

Consideration  of  increased  cost  of  construction  during  winter 
months,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  6. 

Definition  of  original  cost  of  a  railroad  in  a  valuation  for  general 
purposes,  see  Valuation,  8. 

Definition  of  reproduction  cost,  see  Valuation,  9,  10. 

Definition  of  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation,  see  Valuation,  11. 

Cost  of  money  considered  in  using  rate  base  in  municipal  acquisition 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  116. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expenses,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 126-209. 

Meters  paid  for  in  water  allowance  to  ccmsumers  as  part  of  cost 
of  plant  for  municipal  purchase,  see  Valuation,  228. 

Costs  of  lowering  water  mains  upon  chango  of  street  grade  as  part 
of  actual  cost  of  plant  for  municipal  purcbaae,  see  Valuation, 
229. 

Consideration  of  expeneea  of  owner  in  determining  value  of  uncom- 
pleted plant,  see  Valuation,  233. 
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Consideration  of  neceBsary  expenditures  for  future  betterments  in 

valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  288-242. 
Expense  in  not  using  reservoir  supplying  few  customers,  as  affecting 

valuation,  see  Valuation,  291. 
Cost  of  setting  meters  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  sea  Valuation,  312. 
Allowance  of  working  capital  to  defray  current  ei^ienses,  see  Valu- 

ATI0N«  342. 
Consideration  of  eosts  of  development  of  business  in  valuatioii,  see 

Valuation,  385-445. 
Cost  of  obtaining  franchise,  see  Valuation,  451-457. 
Valuation  of  water  right  obtained  without  cost,  see  Valuation, 

480,  481. 
Consideration  of  development  cost  of  undeveloped  water  power,  see 

Valuation,  484. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  apportionment  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  909. 

Discussion  of  allowances  for  fees  and  expenses  for  effecting  a  re- 
organization, P.UJt.l916F,  p.  483. 

COTTON. 

Rates  for  ginning  cotton,  see  Evidence,  8. 

COUJi8£Ii. 

Commission  as  bound  by  admissions  of  counsel,  see  Evidencb,  20. 

OOUKTIES. 

Power  of  Colorado  Commission  to  apportion  to  a  county  or  munici- 
pality part  of  expense  of  eliminating  a  grade  crossing,  see  Ap- 
pobtionment,  81. 

Liability  of  county  for  part  of  cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossing  in 
city  under. Illinois  statute,  see  Appobtionment,  88, 

Duty  to  repair  county  bridge  crossing \canal,  see  Bbibobs,  2. 

Necessity  of  obtaining  consent  of,  to  use  highways  for  telq>hone 
purposes,  see  F&anghises,  2. 

COUNTY  iSEAT. 

Power  of  state  Commission  to  require  stopping  of  interstate  trains 
to  improve  traffic  conditions  to  county  seat^  see  Intesstate 

COMMEBCE,  11. 

COUPON  BOOKS. 

Injunction  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  to  reduce  rates  in 
compliancfe  with  franchise  ordinance,  see  Injunction,  5. 

COURTS. 

Review  of  orders  of  Commission,  see  Appeal  and  Review. 
Jurisdiction  of  courts  as  to  issuance  of  writ  of  certiorari,  see  Cm- 

TIOSABL 

Power  of  Commission  to  grant  order  contrary  to  injunction  of,  see 
Commissions,  5. 
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To  review  Ckymmission's  determination  of  necessity  of  taking  prop- 
erty for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Commissions,  12. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  receivers  appointed  by  courts  to 
operate  public  utilities,  see  Commissions,  42-44. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of  judicial  power,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  64,  65. 

Awarding  of  damages  as  question  for,  see  Damages,  2-6. 

Discretion  of  court  in  granting  or  refusing  preliminary  injunction 
against  Commission  pending  hearing,  see  Injunction,  1. 

Court  ruling  on  review  of  Commission  order  denying  bond  issue 
application  as  not  obiter  dicta  on  subsequent  application,  see 
Judgments,  1. 

Mandamus  to  control  action  of  Commission,  or  to  enforce  Commis- 
sion orders,  see  Mandamus,  3,  4. 

Necessity  of  exliausting  remedy  through  Commission  to  compel  ef- 
ficiait  service  before  resorting  to  the  courts,  see  Mandamus,  9. 

Suit  without  injunction,  to  annul  rate  order  as  not  suspending  rate 
so  as  to  defeat  reparation,  see  Obdbrs,  4. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by 
mandamus  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and 
orders,  see  Pbocedubb,  7. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  as  limited  by  action  of  court  as 
to  other  rates,  see  Rates,  24. 

Power  of  courts  to  fix  rates,  see  Rates,  29. 

Necessity  of  previous  leave  of  court  to  maintenance  of  proceeding 
to  require  railroads  operated  by  receivers  to  fence  tracks,  see 
Receiivebs,  1. 

Removal  of  causes  from  state  court  to  Federal  court,  see  Removal 
OF  Causes. 

Adequate  remedy  at  law  for  recovery  of  overcharge  as  depriving 
Commission  of  right  to  order  reparation,  see  Reparation,  21. , 

Exclusive  jurisdiction  to  compel  consumers  to  pay  for  service  re- 
ceived free,  see  Reparation,  25. 

Procedure  in  action  to  enforce  reparation  award,  see  Reparation, 
29,  30,  33-36. 

Jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  reasonableness  of  extension  of  gas  service 
ordered  by  Commission,  see  Service,  60. 

Power  of  court  upon  decreeing  specific  performance  of  contract  for 
municipal  purchase  of  water  plant,  see  Specific  Performance, 
1,2. 

Authority  to  construct  street  railway  turnout  and  switch  not  de- 
nied because  court  may  not  deal  properly  with  resulting  nui- 
sance, see  Street  Railways,  2. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  948. 

1.  Although  a  court  is  of  exclusive  civil  jurisdiction,  it  may  in- 
quire into  the  validity  of  a  criminal  jitney  ordinance  and  restrain  an 
enforcement  which  will  destroy  property  rights.  Auto  Transit  Co.  v. 
Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  666  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W. 
685). 
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2.  The  district  court  of  Montgomery  oounty,  in  an  action  there 
pending,  appointed  receivers  to  take  charge  of  and  operate  the  property 
of  a  public  utility,  and  afterward,  on  the  application  of  the  receivers, 
made  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  party  defendant  in  that  action. 
A  petition  against  the  Commission  was  then  filed  in  the  action  by  the 
receivers,  and  summons  was  issued  out  of  the  court  and  served  on  the 
Commission  in  Shawnee  county.  In  this  petition  the  receivers  asked 
that  the  Commission  be  enjoined  from  enforcing  certain  orders  made 
by  it  at  Topeka,  in  Shawnee  county.  Held,  that  the  district  court  did 
not  thereby  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  Compiission,  and  could  not  make 
any  lawful  order,  or  render  any  valid  judgment  against  the  Commission. 
State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (96  Kan.  372,  152 
Pac.  22). 

3.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  original  jurisdiction  over  a  suit 
to  enjoin  a  railroad  from  using  a  side  track,  the  right  to  such  use  in> 
volving  the  construction  of  a  contract,  is  neither  abated  nor  suspended 
by  the  enactment  of  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  act;  and  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Commission.  People  ex  rel.  Board 
of  Administration  v.  Peoria  &  P.U.R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  796  (S.  C.  — 
111.  — ,  113  N.  E.  68). 

4.  Where  a  statute  fixes  the  rate  to  be  charged  by  a  public  utility, 
and  forbids  its  increase  except  with  the  consent  of  the  Utilities  Com- 
mission, in  an  action  brought  to  set  aside  an  order  of  the  Commission 
denying  an  application  for  an  increase,  the  court  may,  if  the  existing 
rate  is  found  to  be  confiscatory  because  insufficient  to  pay  the  costs  of 
service,  adjudge  the  part  of  the  statute  fixing  such  rate  to  be  inopera- 
tive, and  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the  penalties  provided  for  its  vio- 
lation. Emporia  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1916B,  987  (S.  C.  97  Kan.  136,  154  Pac.  262). 

CBEAM. 

Comparison  of  freight  rates  on  cream  with  express  and  excess  bag- 
gage rates,  see  Evidence,  24. 

CREDIT. 

Extensions  of  credit  by  interstate  carrier  as  unlawful  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  157,  158. 

CREDIT  METERS. 

See  Metees. 

CREDITORS. 

Protection  of  unsecured  creditors  in  reorganization,  see  Reoroaniza-' 

TION,  1. 
Recovery  of  reparation  by,  see  Reparation,  28. 

CRIMINAI.  UkW. 

Power  of  court  of  exclusive  civil  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  validity 
and  to  restrain  enforcement  of  criminal  jitney  ordinance,  see 
Courts,  1. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CROPS— CROSSINGS,  I.  a.  106 

Injunction  to  ptermt  enforeement  of  criminal  jitnej  ordinance,  see 

IiijuifCTiON,  a. 
Basis   for   computing  payment   for   misappropriated  service,   see 

Rates,  109. 

CROPS. 

Utility  to  bear  loss  incident  to  crop  failure  and  general  business 
depression,  see  Rbtuiin,  167. 

CROSS  APPEAL. 

Application  to,  of  statute  providing  for  appeal  bond,  see  Appeal  Ain> 
Review,  1. 

Consideration  of  cross  appellants'  assignments  of  error  after  dis- 
missing his  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  25. 

CROSSINGS. 

1.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  i— P. 

a.  In  general,  1—3. 

b.  Control  over  highways,  4— P. 
//.  Grade  crossings,  10—21. 

a.  Construction  of,  10—15, 
h.  Elimination  of,  16—19. 

c.  Rroteetion  at,  20,  21, 

Liability  of  utility  in  obeying  order  of  Commission  with  reference  to 
grade  crossings,  see  Obders,  2. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  construction  and  maintenance  of 
crossings,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  65. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  maintenance  of  farm  crossings, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  100. 

I.  Jurisdiction,  pouters  and  duties  of  CommUsaian. 

a.  In  general. 

Of  Colorado  Commission  to  apportion  part  expense  of  elimination  of 
grade  crossing  to  a  county  or  municipality,  see  Appobtionment,  81. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  the 
construction  and  the  elimination  of  grade  crossings,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  63. 

1.  An  application  to  the  Commission,  and  not  a  suit  in  equity,  is 
the  proper  remedy  of  a  party  aggrieved  at  the  action  of  a  railroad  in 
changing  the  location  of  a  highway  to  eliminate  a  grade  crossing,  in 
a  manner  approved  by  the  Commission,  where  the  statute  has  con- 
ferred upon  the  Commission  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  elimination 
of  grade  crossings  and  the  location  of  new  highways  when  necessary  to 
effect  the  change.  Bayers  v.  Montpelier  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  508 
(S.  C.  —  Vt.  — ,  97  Atl.  660). 

2.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Missouri  Commission  to  allow  a  high- 
way to  cross  interurban  railway  tracks  at  grade  cannot  be  denied  on 
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the  theory  thai  their  power  is  invoked  to  ooBdemn  the  railway  right 
of  way,  where  the  permiseion  is  a  mere  prerequisite  to  court  proceed- 
ings for  the  eetabliahment  of  the  highway  across  the  ri^t  ol  way. 
Knepp  V.  United  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  56  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  557). 

3.  A  Commission  cannot  authorize  a  railroad  to  vary  the  statutory 
location  of  whistling  posts  at  a  highway  grade  crossing,  imder  a.  statute 
(Pub.  Stat.  chap.  159,  I  6)  limiting  its  authority  to  the  entire  aboli- 
tion of  whistling  at  such  crossings,  although  such  variance  will  afford 
as  much  protection  as  whistling  at  the  statutory  distance.  Re  Boston  k 
M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916C,  426. 

b.  Control  over  highways, 

4.  The  Colorado  Commission  has  no  power  to  regulate  the  oper- 
ation of  automobiles  at  railway  crossings.  Re  Colorado  k  S.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)   P.U.R.1916F,  739. 

5.  The  Vermont  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  change  the  loca- 
tion or  to  discontinue  a  part  of  a  public  highway,  for  the  purpose  of 
eliminating  a  grade  crossing  over  a  railroad,  and  to  order  a  farm 
crossing  for  an  individual  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  highway  by 
such  change,  under  the  statute  (Vt.  P.  S.  4611,  4544,  aA  amended  by 
No.  108,  Acts  of  1908)  conferring  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  respect- 
ing highway  grade  crossings,  and  authorizing  the  Commission  to  de- 
termine what  alterations  or  removals  should  be  made  to  secure  the 
elimination  of  dangerous  crossings.  Sayers  v.  Montpelier  k  W.  R.  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  508  (S.  C.  —  Vt.  — ,  97  Atl.  660). 

6.  The  Maine  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  complaint  to  re- 
quire a  railroad  to  remove  so  much  of  its  covered  bridge  as  obstructs 
the  view  of  travelers  upon  a  near-by  public  highway  approaching  the 
railroad  grade  crossing,  where  the  bridge  is  constructed  upon  the  rail- 
road's right  of  way,  and  the  use  thereof  does  not  affect  the  rates  or 
character  or  quality  of  service  within  the  statute  (Public  Laws  of  1913, 
chapter  129,  i  41)  giving  regulatory  powers  to  the  Commissions. 
Hampden  ft  Bangor  v.  Bangor  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  928. 

7.  The  Massachusetts  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  com- 
plaint relative  to  the  obstruction  of  a  highway  caused  by  railroad  con- 
struction, although  the  railroad  is  under  charter  obligation  so  to  con- 
struct its  road  as  not  to  obstruct  a  highway.  Re  Winchester  (Mass. 
Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  384. 

8.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot  determine,  under  §  90  of  the 
Railroad  Law,  in  what  manner  a  proposed  street  extension  shall  cross 
a  railroad,  until  the  municipality  determines  the  necessity  of  the 
extension.  Re  Board  of  Public  Works  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
549. 

9.  A  resolution  of  municipal  authorities  merely  authorizing  and 
directing  the  city  attorney  to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to 
present  the  matter  of  a  street  extension  across  a  railroad  to  the  Com- 
mission, and  to  obtain,  if  possible,  the  crossing,  is  not  such  a  prior  de- 
termination of  the  necessity  of  the  proposed  extension  as  will  entitle 
the  New  York  Commission  to  determine,  under  §  90,  of  the  Railroad 
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Law,  in   wliat  manner   the  exieneioa   shall   be  made.     Be  fip^ird  of 
JPublte  \Vo4k8  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1936F,  54», 

II,  Griide  crosHngn* 

a.  Construction  of, 

,10.  The  Commission  will  not  interfere  with  the  determination  of  the 
mayor  and  aldermen  of  a  city  to  permit  a  railroad  io  construct  an 
extension  of  its  tracks  upon  and  across  a  city  street  merely  because 
such  construction  was  in  a  residential  section  and  would  depreciate 
property  values.    Re  Portland  Terminal  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  38. 

11.  The  Massachusetts  Commission  will  not  permit  the  construc- 
tion of  an  electric  railway  at  grade  across  a  railroad,  under  §  21  of 
part  I.  of  chapter  463  of  the  Acts  of  1906,  xmless  the  advantages  clearly 
and  largely  outweigh  the  disadvantages.  Re  Lowell  &,  F.  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916C,  137. 

12.  Street  railway  companies  whose  lines  terminated  on  either  side 
of  a  railroad  were  authorized  to  connect  their  tracks  along  a  highway 
crossing  the  railroad  at  grade,  where  the  connection  would  enable 
patrons  to  make  a  continuous  trip  within  a  town  for  a  single  fare,  the 
view  was  unobstructed,  stops  at  an  adjacent  station  reduced  the  speed 
of  all  trains,  and  traffic  conditions  did  not  warrant  a  change  of  grade. 
Re  Lowell  &  F.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
137. 

13.  A  railroad  was  authorized  to  construct  an  industrial  spur  track 
at  grade  upon  and  across  a  city  street  where  the  construction  was  con- 
sistent with  the  public  interest,  and  the  crossing  was  not  to  be  used 
for  general  railroad  purposes  or  attended  by  the  usual  degree  of  dan- 
ger.   Re  Portland  Terminal  Co.  (Me.)  P.tF.R.1916A,  18. 

14.  Public  convenience  does  not  require  the  construction  of  a  rail- 
road aerosa  a  largely  traveled  highway  at  grade  for  the  mere  additiotial 
convenience  of  serving  an  industrial  plants  although  the  carrier  pur- 
poses to  install  salety  devices,  it  appearing  that  the  ciU*rier  can  reach 
tlie  industry  by  an  existing  grade  crossing  on  the  same  highway  only 
968  feet  distant,  that  the  industry  is  already  amply  supplied  with  rail- 
road facilities,  and  that  the  highway  is  not  devoted  to  railroad  business, 
and  does  not  lie  in  a  purely  industrial  district.  Re  Baltimore  &  P.  R. 
Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916B,  415. 

16.  Permission  will  not  be  given  for  a  highway  to  cross  interurban 
railway  tracks  at  grade,  where  motormen  will  be  required  to  exercise 
more  vigilance  to  avoid  danger  than  can  reasonably  be  expected,  al- 
though the  crossing  will  be  a  convenience.  Knepp  v.  United  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.I916E,  56  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  651), 

l».  Elimination  of. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  abolishing  grade  crossing,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 87-91. 

Baqniring  city  to  bear  portion  of  cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossing  when 
railroad  charter  imposes  duty  not  to  obstruct  highways^  as  im- 
pairing obligation  of  contract,  see  Constitutional  Law,  42. 
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Authorizing  Gommission  to  apportion  cost  of  Mparatfon  of  crossing 
grade  between  city  and  railroad  as  unlawful  delegation  of  legisla- 
tive power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  61. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  require  city  to  bear  portion  of  cost 
of  separating  crossing  grade  of  railroad  track  and  city  street,  as 
proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  70. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  elimination  of  grade  crossing,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  p.  82. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  statutes  requiring  elimination 
of  dangerous  grade  crossings  as  interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  apportionment  of  costs  of,  Appendix, 
P.UJt.l916F,  p.  910. 

16.  Railroads  were  required  to  construct  a  viaduct  over  tracks 
crossing  a  city  street  at  grade,  where  the  crossings  were  dangerous, 
owing  to  a  large  amount  of  traflBc  on  both  the  street  and  the  railroads. 
Peoria  v.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  493. 

17.  Upon  requiring  the  construction  of  a  viaduct  over  railroad  tracks 
crossing  a  city  street  at  grade,  a  lateral  approach  thereto  was  required 
to  be  built  to  provide  for  traffic  over  a  public  highway  which  was  not 
crossed  by  the  railroads  but  was  so  situated  in  respect  to  the  street 
and  tracks  that  it  would  be  closed  to  traffic  unless  there  was  an  I4>- 
proach.    Peoria  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  493. 

18.  A  viaduct  over  railroad  tracks  crossing  a  city  street  at  grade 
was  required  to  be  built  of  sufficient  strength  and  capacity  to  carry 
future  interurban  railway  traffic.  Peoria  v.  Chicago,  B.  dc  Q.  R.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  493. 

19.  An  interurban  railway  switch  will  not  be  ordered  aJbolished  al- 
though passengers  cross  it  in  reaching  a  station,  where  it  appears  that 
very  little,  if  any,  time  or  travel  is  saved  by  not  using  the  public  street 
for  such  purpose,  that  it  is  necessary  to  turn  back  some  cars  at  the 
point,  and  that  the  switch  is  located  on  railway  property  and  is  pro- 
tected by  barriers.  Men's  Club  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  675. 

o.  Protection  at. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  protection  at  railroad  crossings, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  90. 

20.  Railways  were  ordered  to  install  at  their  own  expense  nt  certain 
crossings  electric  audible  and  visual  wigwag  signals  operating  from 
the  time  the  trains  are  1,500  feet  distant  from  the  crossing,  and  to 
operate  electric  trains  at  a  speed  not  exceeding  10  miles  per  hour  wlien 
passing  the  crossings  with  the  exception  of  one  at  which  trains  were  to 
come  to  a  complete  stop.  Re  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
739. 

21.  No  .order  from  a  Commission  is  necessary  for  the  location  of 
whistling  posts  at  a  different  distance  from  private  railroad  crossings 
than  is  prescribed  by  a  statute  regulating  highway  crossings.  Re  Boston 
&  M.  R.  Ck>.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916C,  426. 
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CBOWBEB  CABS. 

During  rush  hours  on  street  railways,  see  ^BKyici^  290-232. 

G&USHED  STOHIL 

Special  rate  on,  as  authorized  under  Iowa  Code,  see  DnoBnoNA- 
Tioif ,  64. 

OUBB. 

Cost  and  maintenance  of  serrice  connections  between  mains  and 
property  tines,  see  Skbvici^  136-141. 

CUBBENT. 

See  also  EucuimciTX. 

Ap^^ortionment  of  oost  of  dbanging  from  direct  to  alternating  cur- 
rent service,  see  Appobtionmbwt,  6. 

Amortization  of  expense  of  change  from  direct  to  altemating  eur-^ 
rent  service,  see  Retubn,  33. 

Method,  of  determining  value  of  direct  current  motor  equipment  ren* 
dered  useless  by  substituting  alternating  current  service,  see 
Valuation,  107. 

CUBBENT  PBICES. 

Consideration  of,  in  estimating  original  cost,  see  Valuatiok,  03,  06^ 
06. 

OUSTOM. 

Effect  of  custom  to  observe  Monday  when  holiday  falls  on  Sunday 
to  excuse  carrier  from  forwarding  shipment  on  Monday,  see 
Service,  3. 

Duty  of  shipper  to  adapt  himself  to  facilities  customarily  used  by 
shippers  of  his  commodity,  see  Service,  200. 

CUTOUT. 

Installation  of  switch,  cut-out,  and  boxes  upon  wires  being  placed 
underground,  see  Sebvicb,  145. 

CUTTIHG  PAVEMENT. 

See  Pavement  over  Mains. 

DAMAGES. 

I.  In  general,  1, 
11,  Jurisdiction,  power  and  duHea  of  Commission,  2—6, 

I.  In  general. 

Effect  of  absence  of  allegation  of,  in  suit  by  abutting  owner  to  enjoin  con* 
stniction  of  steel  railway  track  and  operaiiori  of  freight  cars,  see 
Abuttikg  Owners, 

Indemnity  bonds  to  pay  damages  arising  from  wrongful  operation 
of  jitneys,  see  AuTaM<»iLE8,  12,  14,  16. 
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Irreparable  injury  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute  prcAddiitg  ^k^^ml  a(fii> 

nectioB  between  eopipeting  telephone  systems,  see  CoNSfirunDNAi. 

Law,  69. 
Damages  for  unjust  discrimination  in  delaying  delijrMy  of  stilpAMiite  to 

eoanecting  carriei',  see.DiaciUMiSATjox,  101,  KijJ. 
Compensation  to  be  paid  by  a  municipality  for  property  of  a  utility,  see 

MUNICIPAIJTY,  3-7. 
Liability  for  damage  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  freight  xnles; 

.    see  Rati^  ad,  37. 
Limitation  of  value  of  live  stock,  see  Rates,  202^  203. 
Unpaid  interest  on  notes  for  money  supplied  for  tort  claims,  as  operating 

charge,  see  Rbtubn,  56. 
Effect  of  agreement  to  indemnify  local  companies  from  claims  f<»  dam- 
aged to  third  pearsoaa  to  make  foreign  company  a  public,  utiljity,  see 

Public  Utilities,  6. 
Necessity  of  showing  before  recovery  of  reparation,  see  Biepaba^on, 

6-10. 
Oxders  requiring  reparation,  see  Repabation. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  making  consumer  liable  for  injury  to  meter,  see 

Sesvice,  120. 
Right  to  require  electric  ccmsumer  to  waive  future  damages  for  defective 

wiring  as  condition  precedent  to  service,  see  SsaiviaB,  167; 
Allowance  for  personal  injuries  during  construction  in  fixing  overhead 

expenses,  see  Valuation,  168. 

Abstractf  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  Appendix,  P.U,Itl9ll6F^ 
p.  949. 

1.  A  rule  requiring  an  electrical  power  user  to  indemnify  the  utility 
from  liability  for  injuries  or  damages  to  person  or  property  from  high- 
tension  transmission  lines  upon  his  land,  except  such  as  are  sustained 
by  the  utility's  employees  and  are  caused  by  its  act  or  negligence,  is  un- 
reasonable, the  lines  being  under  the  control  of  the  utility.  Primos  Min. 
&  Mill.  Co.  V.  Colorado  Power  Co.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916B,  741. 

II.  JurisdictioHf  power  and  duties  of  Commission, 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  impound  purchase  money  to  secure 
claim  for  damages,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  akb  Bale,  15. 

2.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  is  without  power  to  award  damages. 
Re  Wildwood  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  816. 

3.  The  Nevada  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  question  of 
damages,  as  where  an  irrigation  company  has  failed  to  furnish  water 
as  agreed.    Re  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  120. 

4.  The  Indiana  Corn-mission  has  no  power  to  determine  the  dam- 
age to  adjoining  property  frpm  a  proposed  street  railway  extension, 
and  require  payment  before  authorizing  the  extension,  since  tlio  ques- 
tion of  damages  is  exdusively  for  the  courts.  Indiana  R.  k  Light  Co. 
vw  Kokomo  (Ind.)   P.U.RJ916E,  1008. 

5.  The  New  York  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  complaint 
against  railroads  for  the  flooding  of  a  farm  resulting  from  a  disregard 
of  contractual,  and  not  statutory,  obligations,  or  from  an  infringement 
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DAMS— DEEDS.  Ill 

of  rights  bj  the  state.    Harbeck  y.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  IHst) 
P.U.R.1916D,  928. 

fl.  The  Washington  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  courts  of  a  consumer's  complaint  against  a 
utility  for  damages  from  the  cutting  off  of  water  on  refmal  to  pay  an 
alleged  wrongful  charge,  and  from  the  exaction  of  an  excessive  charge. 
Johnson  v.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  548  (S.  C.  —  Wash. 
~,  156  Pac.  630). 

DAMS. 

Valuation  of  dam  permit  and  site  under  Wisconsin  Statute,  see 

Valuation,  482,  483,  486,  486. 
Valuation  of  railroad  abutment  to  water  company's  dam  in  water 

valuation,  see  Valuation,  296. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Afpsnddc,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  949. 

DAK0E8. 

Right  to  charge  for  electricity  furnished  to  dances  after  usual  shut- 
ting down  time,  see  Discbikixation,  69. 

DANGER. 

Establishment  of  dangerous  grade  crossings  denied,  tee  Cbossinos, 
16. 

DEBT  UMIT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Montana  Commission  over  municipal  waterworks  ac- 
quired by  exceeding  debt  limit,  see  Public  Uthjtibs,  15. 

DEBTS. 

Extinguished  through  surplus  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Rftubn, 

61. 
Increase  in  municipal  debt  no  excuse  for  not  making  improvements 

in  municipal  waterworks  necessary  to  health,  see  Service,  276. 

DECISIONS. 

See  also  Obdebs. 

Binding  effect  of  decision  of  Supreme  Court  of  United  States  upon 
Commission  in  a  rate  proceeding,  see  Comhissions,  3. 

DECREASED  USE. 

As  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  79. 

DECREE. 

Awarding  specific  performance  of  contract  to  purchase  water  plants 
see  SPBGono  PEur<«MANOB,  2,  3. 

DEEDS.  , 

Consideration  expressed  in  railroad  right  of  way  deeds  at  j^rfma 
facie  evidence  of  cost,  see  Valuation,  322. 
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DEFAULT. 

Public  interest  not  to  go  by  default  in  Commission  prooeedings,  fee 
Parties,  3. 

DEFECTIVE  WIRING. 

When  telephone  company  not  to  be  held  responsible  for,  see  SnviGB; 
253. 

DEFENDANTS. 

Necessary  and  proper  parties  defendant,  see  Parties,  11,  12. 

DEFENSE. 

Waiver  of  defense  of  statute  of  limitation  against  reparation  claim, 

see  Reparation,  38. 
Consideration  of  losses  in  fixing  going  value,  see  Valuation,  385* 

445. 

DEFICITS. 

See  Early  Losses. 

DEFINITION. 

Of  jitney  bus,  see  Automobiles,  2. 

Of  certiorari,  see  Certiorari,  1. 

"Irreparable  injury*  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute  providing  for 
physical  connection  between  competing  telephone  systems,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  69. 

Of  "public  authority  in  interest"  in  statute  providing  for  apportion- 
ing cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossing,  see  Crossinos,  87. 

Physical  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  3. 

Functional  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  3. 

"Bates^  as  used  in  Washington  Public  Service  Commission  Statute, 
see  Rates,  1. 

Of  fair  value,  see  Valuation,  7. 

Of  original  cost  of  railroad,  see  Valuation,  8. 

Of  repreduction  cost,  see  Valuation,  9,  10. 

Reproduction  cost  less  depreciation,  see  Valuation,  U. 

Salvage  value,  see  Valuation,  12. 

Scrap  value,  see  Valuation,  13. 

Overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  126. 

DELAY. 

Damages  for  discriinination  in  delaying  delivc^^•  of  shipments  to 
connecting  carrier,  see  Discrimination,  161,  162. 

Effect  of  custom  to  observe  Monday  when  holiday  falls  on  Sunday 
to  excuse  carrier  from  forwarding  shipment  on  Monday,  see 
Service,  3. 

Delaying  through  trains  as  grounds  for  denying  application  for  sta- 
tion on  urban  and  inter  urban  electric  road,  see  Service,  170. 
I 
DELEGATION  OF  POWERS. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  61,  62. 
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DEUNQmBNT  CON SITMfiBS. 

Cutting  off  Bervice  frcmi^  see  Paymknt,  2,  9,  10,  11,  30-33. 

DBMAKD. 

Electric  rate  fixing  maximum  demand  lor  residenoet,  see  Raits,  120. 
Flat  rate  for  electric  service  rendered  through  "^limiteic"  controlling 

maxiibum  demand,  see  RATBa*  125. 
Maximum  demand  as  base  for  electric  rate,  see  Ratbs,  12^132. 
Consideraticm  of  demand  for  money,  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see 

Retubn,  152. 
Consideration  of  extraordinary  occasional  demand  in  fixing  water 

rates  for  public  fire  protection,  see  Raxes,  266. 

DEMURRAGE  RUIiBS. 

Increased  rate  to  relieve  temporary  traffic  congestion,  see  Ratss, 
206. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  validity  of  state  demurrage  rules  con- 
flicting with  demurrage  rules  approved  by  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

DEH8ITT  OF  TRAFFIC. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  freight  rates,  see  Rates,  35. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  GOVERNMENT. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  63-66. 

DEPOSIT.    ' 

Discrimination  in  rule  requiring,  see  Discbimination,  153,  156. 

Duty  of  utility  to  pay  interest  on  deposit  required  as  security  for 
payment,  see  Payment,  8,  9. 

As  security  for  payment,  see  Payment,  5-13. 

Requiring  deposit  from  consumer  before  requiring  extension  of  serv- 
ice by  utility,  see  Service,  95-97. 

Right  of  utilities  to  demand  deposit  as  guaranty  against  injury  to 
meters,  see  Service,  119. 

Standard  rules  regulating  deposits  required  by  electric  utilities  in 
Maryland,  see  Service,  150. 

As  security  under  franchise,  see  Valuation,  224. 

In  bank  considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 382. 

DEPOTS. 

See  Stations  and  Stops. 

DEPRECIATION. 

1.  In  general^  1,  2, 
II.  Nature  of,  a— 4^. 

III.  Effect  of  accrued  depreciation  on  vaUAOtton. 
IT.  Be^recia^on  of  overheads,  7^13. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 8. 
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F.  Necessity  of  providing  for,  14^-4iO,  * 

a.  In  general,  Jf4— 17. 
h.  Effect  of  high  degree  of  efficiency,  18, 
c.  Effect  of  high  aUotoance  for  maintenance,  IP,  HO,      ^ 
Tl.  Computation  of,  20a'-87, 

a.  Methods  generally,  20a^27, 
h.  Straight  line  or  sinking  fund,  2S-^7. 
VII,  Rate  of  depreciation,  SS'^O. 
'fl.  In  general,  88. 
h.  Fhysioal  property,  an— ^P. 

1,  O/  entire  plant,  30-^4. 

(a)   Electric  plant,  39^54. 
(h)   Oas  plant,  fJ^S-^O. 

(c)  Interurban  railways,  61* 

(d)  Telephone  plant,  62^76. 

(e)  Waterworlcs,  77-«4. 

2,  Of  particular  units,  86--88. 

3,  Of  worlcing  capital,  89,  , 
VIII,  Funds,  90^94. 

I.  In  general. 

Accounting  of  difference  between  reproduction  cost  new  and,  of  dis- 
carded equipment,  see  Accounting,  2. 

Amount  ordered  set  aside  for  depreciation  not  reduced  pending  certiorari 
to  review  legality  of  order,  see  Procedure,  1. 

Consideration  of  amount  of  the  return  upon  depreciation  fund  reinvested 
in  plant  in  fixing  annual  depreciation  allowance  on  sinkiii<r  fund 
basis,  see  Return,  179. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valuation,  78. 

Consideration  of  accrued  depreciation  in  ascertaining  reproduction  cost, 
see  Valuation,  98-113. 

When  cost  of  newly  installed  equipment  should  be  charged  to  deprecia- 
tion reserve,  see  Valuation,  227. 

Valuation  of  property  paid  for  out  of  depreciation  fund,  see  Valuation, 
316-317. 

IMscussion  'of  distinction  between  depreciation  and  maintenance, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  275. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  950. 

Discussion  of  distinction  between  incomplete  or  accrued  and  com- 
plete or  matured  depreciation  definition,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  270. 

1.  A  stroet  railway  is  not  entitled  to  a  depreciation  allowance  on 
the  entire  cost  of  paving  laid  at  its  expense,  where  the  law  does  not 
require  a  utility  to  repair  or  renew  it  in  the  absence  of  franchise  obli- 
gation, and  not  more  than  half  of  the  paving  is  required  by  f ranch  iHe 
to  be  maintained  by  the  company,  although  it  may  be  necessary  for 
the  company  to  take  up  and  relay  the  paving  when  it  renews  the 
tracks.     Bay  State  Rate  Case   (Mass.)    P.U.R.19ieF,  221. 

2.  The  depreciation  annuity  of  a  water  company  may  properly  be 
increased  so  as  to  include  a  sum  sufficient  for  the  additional  expense 
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necessarj.lo  replace  its  ptpet  tiurougfa  pavements,  althongli  tiie  oapitat 
cost  of  the  pavement  oitedr*  mains  is  not  inehuted  in  the  valuation  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  mains  were  laid  before  the  pavement.  Re  San 
Gabriel  Vailey  Wates  Co.  <€ai.^:  P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

II.  Nmtmre  oU 

3.  Depreciation  as  an  element  in  rate  making  is  physical^ ,  due  to 
wear  and  tear,  and  functional,  due  to  inadequacy  and  obsolescence;  the 
depreciation  of  both  classy  being  also  divided  into  complete,  which 
represents  that  part  of  ihe  equipment  which  has  perished  as  useful 
property,  and  incomplete,  which  represents  the  impairment  in  value  of 
parts  that  remain  in  use.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

4.  Pliysical  depreciation  is  caused  by  the  action  of  the  elements 
and  the  wear  to  which  a  facility  is  subjected;  functional  depreciation  is 
caused  by  the  inadequacy  or  obsolescence  of  the  facility  due  to  develop- 
ments  which  have  made  it  incompetent  to  perform  its  function  properly 
or  economically.     Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

5.  Physical  depreciation  of  a  railroad  was  ascertained  in  finding  the 
reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  for  general  purposes,  on  the  theory 
that  such  depreciation  is  the  loss  in  value  due  to  use,  age,  weather,  and 
wear.     Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  846. 

6.  All  outside  construction  of  an  electric  lighting  plant,  such  as 
pole  lines,  transmission  lines,  transformers,  etc.,  should  be  maintained 
from  year  to  year  out  of  earnings;  but  there  should  be  a  depreciation 
fund  for  boilers,  engines,  generators,  switchboards,  etc.,  which  may 
have  to  be  replaced  at  one  time.  Mangum  v.  Maagum  Slectrio  Co. 
(Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

HI.  Effect  o/  accrued  deprecimUon  on  valuation. 

Allowance  of  accrued  depreciation  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  IV.  c,  4. 

IV,  Depreciation  of  overheads. 

Discusflioii  as  to  necessity  of  depreciating  overhead  charges,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  650. 

7.  In  estimating  the  accrued  depreciation,  the  Oregon  Commission 
ascertained  and  deducted  such  proportions  of  the  total  items  of  over- 
head cost  as  would  necessarily  be  gone  simultaneously  with  the  physi- 
cal properties  to  which  they  related.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Ca 
(Or.  I    l\U.R.1916D,  976. 

8.  In  Ending  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad  less  depredation 
for  general  purposes,  overhead  charges  were  carried  without  change  to 
such  value  from  reproduction  eost,  although  physical  items  on  which 
such  charges  are  based  may  have  depreciated  or  appreciated,  since  over- 
head percentages  are  arbitrary,  and  it  is  not  practical  to  separate  peri^- 
able  from  nonperishable  items.  Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  845, 

9.  No  deduction  for  depreciation  of  overhead  expenses  preliminary 
to  construction  should  be  made  from  their  reproduction  cost,  in  finding 
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the  imte-makiiig  value;  but  the  depredatioa  of  the  expenses  during 
construction  should  be  deducted.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  &  T^eg.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

10.  Deduction  for  depreciation  should  be  made  from  the  reproduc- 
tion cost  new  of  engineering  in  a  railroad  rate  valuation,  since  the  cost 
of  engineering  is  a  part  of  the  cost  of  property  as  a  whole  and  depre- 
ciates with  the  property.  Re  Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1016C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

11.  An  allowance  for  interest  on  money  during  construction  should 
be  depreciated  in  fixing  the  reproduction  cost  new  less  depreciation  in  h 
railroad  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  607   (S.  €.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

12.  13.  Undistributed  construction  expense  of  an  electric  utility 
should  be  depreciated  in  finding  the  reproduction  cost  on  the  historical 
method  less  accrued  depreciation.  Re  Los  Angeles  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
603. 

F.  Necessity  of  providing  for, 

a.  In  general. 

Consideration  in  fixing  rates  that  depreciation  has  been  permitted  to  ac- 
crue, see  Rates,  86. 

Increase  in  rates  where  return  is  not  large  enough  to  provide  for,  see 
Rates,  149. 

Consideration  of  inability  to  provide  for,  in  making  allowance  for  going 
value,  see  Valuation,  389,  411. 

14.  An  allowance  for  annual  depreciation  of  a  telephone  plant  must 
be  made  in  estimating  its  operating  expenses  in  rate  making.  Re 
Webster  Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  603. 

16.  A  gas  and  eleotric  company  was  denied  permission  to  defer  set- 
ting aside  a  depreciation  reserve  for  one  year,  notwithstanding  the 
utility  had  expended  sum  of  money  for  extensions  and  improvements  in 
excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to  be  set  aside  as  a  depreciation  reserve 
under  the  Commission's  orders  and  uniform  system  of  accounting,  it 
appearing  that  the  revenues  of  the  utility  as  a  whole  were  sufficient  to 
establish  a  proper  depreciation  reserve,  and  to  pay  a  reasonable  return 
on  the  investment.  Re  Tucson  Gas,  £1.  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
640. 

16.  Failure,  while  paying  dividends,  to  provide  for  complete  depre* 
ciation  of  street  railway  properties  (which  may  be  measured  by  the 
percentage  of  deficiency  in  service  condition),  is  mismanagement  al- 
though the  dividends  are  moderate;  but  where  such  a  condition  existed 
and  an  immediate  habilitation  of  the  property  would  result  in  in- 
creased revenue,  decreased  operating  expenses,  and  improved  service, 
the  Massachusetts  Public  Hervioe  Commission  required  the  company  to 
restore  the  depreciation  losses  by  taking  care  of  replacements  and 
current  repairs  before  paying  dividends  on  the  oonmion  stock,  rather 
than  by  deducting  them  from  the  amount  of  the  investment  to  be  used 
as  the  basis  for  rate  making.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R 
1916F,  221. 
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17.  In  cstimatiiig  th*  oeat  of  telephone  eerrioe,  no  allowance  was 
BMide  for  depreoiaiion  on  furniture,  tools,  and  teams  where  thej  were 
carried  on  the  books  of  the  company  as  a  direet  charge  to  various  clear- 
ing  accounts.  Bogart  ▼.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Ca  (Wis.)  P.UJt.ldl6C, 
1020. 

h.  Effect  of  M0b  degree  ef  effMenoy. 

Consideration  that  plant  furnishes  same  service  as  if  it  were  new  ia 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  108-113. 

18.  The  fact  that  property  has  been  kept  up  to  a  high  level  of  effi- 
ciency should  be  considered  in  ascertaining  its  accrued  depreciation.  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Tdeph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

c.  Mffect  of  high  ailottance  for  maintenance. 

Discussion  of  the  necessity  of  establishing  a  depreciation  reserve  al- 
thou^  current  repairs  and  renewals  are  made,  P.U.R.191dF,  p.  270. 

19.  Only  a  relatively  small  provision  should  be  made  for  deprecia- 
tion where  a  relatively  large  allowance  is  made  for  maintenance.  Peck 
V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  ( Ind. )  445. 

20.  No  allowance  was  made  for  annual  depreciation  of  a  street  rail- 
way in  estimating  its  operating  expenses  in  a  rate  case,  where  high 
maintenance  precluded  the  making  of  any  deduction  for  accrued  depre- 
ciation in  establishing  the  value  of  the  system.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A. 
&  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R,1916A,  25. 

F/«  Conipuia$i€ni  of. 

a.  Methods  generaUy» 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  method  of  computing  deprecia- 
tion, P.UJR.1916E,  p.  1071. 

Discussion  as  to  use  of  life  tables  and  inspection  in  finding  accrued 
depreciation,  P.U.R,1916F,  p.  648. 

20a.  An  estimate  of  accrued  depreciation,  although  not  representing 
an  actual  expenditure,  was  taken  into  consideration  in  connection  with 
an  allowance  for  depreciation  reserve,  in  ascertaining  operating  ex- 
penses. Re  Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C. 
3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

21.  In  estimating  the  accrued  depreciation  of  a  horse  railway  dur- 
ing a  time  in  which  no  accurate  records  were  kept,  it  was  assumed 
that  after  twenty  years  of  operation  Buoh  deppseiation  was  proportion- 
ately not  less  than  the  depreciation  of  the  road  after  fifteen  years'  use 
since  electrification.  Re  Dry  Dock,  £.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (X.  Y.  1st.  Dist) 
P.U.R.1916D,  561. 

22.  In  estimatilig  the  reproduction  cost,  less  depreciation,  of  the 
property  of  a  public  utility,  the  Oregon  Oommissioii  deducted  such  de- 
predation as  it  found  to  exist  in  point  of  faet;  and  in  the  determina* 
tion  of  such  fact,  in  each  case,  the  actual  pbystcal  condition  of  the 
unit,  its  present  service  condition,  its  probable  expectancy  of  life,  and 
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type  u  to  adequacy  for  fumialiing  service  econoniic»Uy,  and  the  sal- 
vage wkich  might  be  eacpected  therefrom,  were  ooaaidered.  Ke  Portland 
R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  »76. 

23.  The  annual  depreciation  of  a  water  system  was  computed  by 
deducting  the  rate-making  value  from  the  reproduction  value,  and  divid- 
ing the  remainder  by  the  average  age  of  the  property.  Re  Chillicothe 
Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.X01«D»  988. 

24.  The  reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad  less  physical  depreciation , 
Was  ascertained  for  general  purposes  by  deducting  from  the  cost  of  the 
facility  new  the  salvage  value  at  the  point  of  usage,  dividing  such  re- 
sult, the  virearing  value,  by  the  estimated  probable  life  of  the .  facility, 
multiplying  such  quotient,  the  annual  depreciation,  by  the  actual  age 
of  the  facility,  and  subtracting  such  total  depreeiation  from  the  repro- 
duction cost;  the  life  or  normal  condition  of  any  item  that  is  lengthened 
or  improved  through  mainjtenance  l>emg  refloctec^  by  the  condition  per 
cent  determined  from  inspection,  the  condition  per  cent  being  the  re- 
lationship of  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  to  reproduction  cost, 
Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.   (Cal.)   ?.U.R.1916B,  845. 

25.  In  determining  the  annual  depreciation  upon  depreciable  prop- 
erty of  a  street  railway  system,  the  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Com- 
mission estimated  the  normal  life  of  each  unit  of  property  and  deter- 
mined the  net  depreciable  investment  by  deducting  from  original  cost 
the  final  scrap  value  and  nondepreciable  overhead  expense, — all  over- 
head charges  being  considered  depreciable  except  organization  expense* 
and  taxes  during  construction, — and  by  dividing  the  net  depreciable  in- 
vestment in  each  unit  by  its  normal  life,  which  gave  the  amount  which 
should  be  set  aside  each  year  for  their  ultimate  replacement;  the  sum 
of  these  amounts  giving  the  annual  depreciation  charge  for  the  entire 
property.     Bay  State  Rate  Case   (Mass.)   P.U.R.IOIGF,  221. 

26.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  and  electric  company  for  se- 
curity issue  purposes  the  New  York  Commission  computed  the  depre- 
ciation upon  the  "wearing"  value  or  value  for  use  after  deducting  the 
"salvage"  value.    Re  Bronx  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.)   P.r.R.1916A,  440. 

27.  Preparatory  to  the  determination  of  the  depreciation  charge 
which  should  be  made  to  each  class  of  telephone  service,  the  amount 
invested  in  property  which  serves  directly  each  class  of  service  should 
be  ascertained  from  the  valuation,  and  these  amounts  further  divided 
up  into  the  life  groups  applying  to  the  various  classes  of  construction 
from  which  the  depreciation  on  each  life  group  for  each  class  of  service 
may  be  determined.    Re  St.  Croix  Tcleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552. 


h.  Straight  Une  or  sinking  fund. 

28.  There  is  little  difference  between  the  sinking  fund  and  straight- 
line  methods  of  providing  for  annual  depreciation  so  far  as  the  public 
is  concerned,  for  the  reason  that  while  the  annual  allowance  under  the 
sinking-fund  method  constitutes  a  smaller  operating  charge,  the  rate 
of  return  must  be  based  on  a  higher  valuation,  since  where  the  sinkinj;- 
fund  method  has  been  employed  the  return  must  be  upon  the  cost  of 
reproduction,  and  not  upon  depreciated  or  present  vahie,  as  in  the  case 
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of  the  straiglit-line  method.    Re  tk>lorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Go. 
(ColoO  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

29.  In  estimating  accrued  depreciati<m  in  a  rate  Taluation,  the  Wis- 
eonsin  Commission  will  not  resort  to  the  inspection  method  alone,  as 
the  use  of  life  tables  is  considered  preferable;  proper  recognition  being 
given  to  local  conditions,  such  as  standards  of  maintenance,  climatic 
conditions,  growth  of  the  community,  as  bearing  upon  probable  inade- 
quacy or  obsolescence.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1020. 

30.  Hie  Illinois  Commission  prefers  the  straight-line  method  of  esti- 
mating the  annual  depreciation  of  utilities.  Springfield  t.  Springfield 
Gas  &  E.  Co.   (IH.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

31.  In  valuing  the  property  of  an  electric  utility  for  rate-making 
purposes  the  straight-line  method  of  estimating  depreciation  was  held 
to  be  preferable  to  the  sinking-fund  method,  since,  in  general,  it  reflects 
most  closely  the  practical  conditions  under  which  utility  properties 
are  usually  managed.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (HI.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

32.  The  straight-line  method  of  providing  for  annual  depreciation 
of  a  gas  and  electric  utility,  although  neither  approved  nor  disapproved, 
was  used  by  the  Colorado  Commission  in  fixing  rates  in  preference  to 
the  sinking-fund  method,  on  the  ground  that  the  straight-line  method 
reflects  more  closely  the- practical  conditions  under  which  utility  prop- 
erties are  generally  managed.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

33.  The  accrued  depreciation  of  a  telephone  plant  may  be  fixed  by 
finding  the  annual  rate  of  depreciation  from  an  assumed  life  expectancy, 
and  multiplying  the  age  in  service  of  the  system  by  such  rate,  and  not 
by  the  present  physical  condition  as  determined  by  inspection.  Re  Chesa- 
peake &  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.R.1910C,  925. 

34.  A  depreciation  annuity  should  be  estimated  on  the  sinking 
fund  basis  in  a  rate  case,  where  the  required  return  is  estimated  on  the 
cost  to  reproduce  new  on  the  historical  method.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin 
Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

35.  The  annual  depreciation  charge  of  a  street  railway  that  had 
made  practically  no  provisicm  for  depreciation  was  fixed  by  estimating 
halt  of  the  aiuraal  depreciation  allowance  on  the  straight-line  basis 
and  half  on  the  4  per  cent  sinking-fund  basis,  where  the  company 
had  paid  but  moderate  dividends  and  the  public  had  the  benefit  of 
reduced  rates  and  transfer  privileges.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass. 
Pub.  Service  0)m.)   P.U.R.1910F,  221. 

36.  In  estimating  the  annual  allowance  for  depreciation  in  a  rate 
case,  the  Oregon  Commission  used  the  4  per  cent  sinking-fund  basis  with 
annual  payments  and  rests  for  interest,  the  money  set  aside  for  such 
annuity  being  required  to  be  carried  in  a  depreciation  fund  and  ex- 
pended in  the  manner  contemplated  by  §  17  of  the  Public  Utilities  Act; 
the  compcLsy  being  allowed  to  exercise  a  primary  discretion  in  the 
^pend^ture  or  investment  of  the  funds,  but  being  required  to,  submit 
to  the  Commission  for  approval,  tentative  rules  and  regulations  as  to 
the  expenditure  or  investaicBt  of  the  same,  accounts  therefor  to  be  ren- 
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dered  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Commission's  uniform  system 
of  accounts.    Re  Portland  R.  Lij^t  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

37.  In  ascertaining  the  amount  of  early  deficits  of  a  public  service 
corporation  in  order  to  determine  its  going  cost,  the  theory  on  which 
depreciation  is  taken  into  account  is  faulty,  where  it  is  computed  on 
a  straight-line  basis  and  the  other  calculations  do  not  redmce  the 
amount  of  the  plant  investment  by  the  amount  of  such  annual  repay- 
ments, but  consider  such  investment  as  if  the  depreciation  annuity  wers 
being  computed  upon  a  sinking-fund  basis,  the  total  amount  of  depre- 
ciation claimed  representing  not  a  proportion  of  investment  which  has 
been  wasted,  but  a  gross  sum  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the  proportion 
of  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  which  has  been  wasted.  Re  Portland  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

F//.  Bate  of  depreciation. 

a.  In  genera^, 

38.  An  allowance  was  made  for  the  annual  depreciation  of  natural 
gas  property  that  would  amortize  the  entire  investment  during  the  esti- 
mated life  of  the  property.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
33L 

5.  Physical  property. 

1.  Of  entire  plant, 

(a)  Electric  plant. 

Consideration  of,  in  apportioning  cost  of  producing  and  transmitting 
electricity,  see  Appobtionment,  4. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  amount  allowed  for  the  depreciation 
of  an  electric  utility,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  1072. 

39.  An  allowance  for  depreciation  of  only  3  per  cent  of  a  total 
present  value,  of  $5,250,000  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company  was 
made  in  estimating  expenses,  where  such  value  included  nondepreciable 
items  valued  at  $950,000  and  items  that  depreciate  very  slightly  valued 
at  $670,000.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  A  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
445. 

40.  An  allowance  of  only  3  per  cent  for  depreciation  was  made  where 
it  was  computed  on  the  whole  value  of  an  electric  light  and  power 
plant,  including  real  estate,  going  value,  working  capital,  and  inven- 
tory, although  a  higher  rate  should  be  allowed  if  computed  on  only 
the  depreciable  part  of  the  plant.  Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

41.  An  annual  allowance  of  4  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical 
property  of  an  electric  utility  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  under  the 
straight-line  method,  for  a  depreciation  reserve  account  to  provide  for 
replacements.  Bly  v.  Winslow  Electric  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Aric.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  227. 

42.  An  annual  allowance  of  4.25  per  cent  of  the  cost  new  of  elec- 
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trkftl  property  and  2.8  per  cent  of  the  cost  new  of  hydroeleotrio  prop- 
erty wae  made  to  provide  tor  depreciation  on  a  straight-line  basis  in 
fixing  rates.  Re  Colorado  Springs,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  672. 

43.  An  allowance  of  4.4  per  cent  per  annum  to  cover  depreciation, 
obsolescence,  inadequacy,  etc.,  was  held  sufficient  in  valuing  electric  light 
property  fcnr  rate  making.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U,R.1016B,  24. 

44.  An  annual  allowance  of  4i  per  cent  of  the  investment  in  a  mu- 
nicipal electric  plant  was  held  necessary  to  provide  for  accrued  and 
accruing  depreciation,  in  estimating  operating  expenses.  Re  Fennimore 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1W6A,  848. 

45.  In  ascertaining  operating  expense,  an  allowance  of  4^  per  cent 
oi  the  value  of  electrical  property  was  held  sufficient  for  annual  depre- 
ciation.    Woll  V.  HuUinger    (111.)    P.UJ(.1916D,  380. 

46.  An  allowance  of  4.6  per  cent  was  made  for  the  annual  deprecia- 
tion of  an  electric  plant,  in  ascertaining  the  operating  expenses.  Kauff- 
man  v.  Hillsboro  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  375. 

47.  An  allowance  of  3  per  cent  for  annual  depreciation  was  made 
in  finding  the  accrued  depreciation  of  a  hydroelectric  plant.  Re  Graf- 
ton County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

48.  An  allowance  of  5  per  cent  for  depreciation  was  made  in  ascer- 
taining the  annual  net  earnings  of  an  electric  utility.  Austin  v.  Phillips 
Electric  Light  A  P.  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  661. 

49.  An  annual  depreciation  allowance  of  5  per  cent  for  a  small  elec- 
tric light  plant  was  held  to  be  proper.  Philipsburg  v.  Montana  Power 
C^.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916B,  377. 

50.  The  weighted  average  annual  rate  of  depreciation  of  an  elec- 
trical utility,  based  on  the  straight  line  formula,  was  fixed  at  6  per 
cent  of  the  value  of  the  depreciable  property.  Taylor  v.  Northwest 
Light  A  Water  Cb.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

51.  An  electric  depreciation  annuity  was  computed  on  a  6  per  cent 
sinking-fund  basis.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin 
Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

52.  An  allowance  for  depreciation  of  an  electric  plant  was  made  on 
the  6  per  cent  sinking-fund  basis,  in  a  rate  proceeding.  Monaban  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

53.  The  sum  of  $2,500  was  allowed  for  annual  depreciation  of  an 
electric  plant  having  a  rate-making  value  of  $80,000.  La  Junta  v. 
Arkansas  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

54.  Prospective  electric  consumers  were  required  to  guarantee,  as  a 
condition  of  making  the  extension,  an  annual  amount  sufficient  to  pro- 
vide for  an  allowance  of  only  2  per  cent  for  a  depreciation  reserxe 
fund  of  25  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  the  extension,  rather  than  5  per  cent 
for  straight  line  depreciation,  where  the  company  has  no  generating 
plant.  Churchill  v.  Winthrop  &  W.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.  1916F, 
752. 

(h)   Oofi  plant. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  amount  allowed  for  gas  utilities, 
r.U.R.1916E,  p.  1072. 
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55.  An  annual  allowance  of  Ijt  per  cent  to  provide  a  depreciation 
fund  was  made  in  fixing  gaa  rates.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  Gas 
&  Fuel  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

56.  An  allowance  of  1.89  per  cent,  equal  to  6.5  cents  a  1,000  feet  of 
gas,  was  held  sufficient  for  annual  depreciation  in  fixing  gas  rates. 
Springfield  y.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

J7.  An  allowance  of  2  per  cent  for  depreciation  was  held  ample  in 
estimating  the  cost  of  artificial  gas  service.  West  Allis  v.  West  AUis 
Gas  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  740.  t 

58.  An  annual  allowance  of  3  per  c^it  of  the  cost  new  of  gas  prop* 
erty  was  made  to  provide  for  depreciation  on  a  straight-line  basis  in 
fixing  rates.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Ck>.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  872. 

50.  An  annual  allowance  of  not  less  than  8  per  cent  of  the  capital- 
ized value  of  a  gas  plant  was  held  necessary  to  provide  for  current 
repairs  or  maintenance  and  depreciation.  Re  Broken  Bow  Gas  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  936. 

60.  An  annual  allowance  of  $25,000  for  depreciation  including  con- 
tingencies, to  be  increased  $2,500  a  year  on  account  of  additions,  was 
held  adequate  for  a  gas  system  valued  at  $1,600,000,  some  replacements 
being  charged  to  repair  accounts.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y. 
Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

(c)  interurhan  railways. 

61.  An  electric  railway  was  allowed  only  3  per  cent  of  the  cost  new 
for  depreciation,  instead  of  a  normal  allowance  of  4  or  5  per  cent,  where 
it  charged  certain  renewals  to  maintenance  and  operated  at  capacity 
only  during  the  summer  months.  Re  Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1066. 

(d)   Telephone  plant. 

Basis  for  apportioning  depreciation  between  classes  of  telephone  service, 
see  Appobtioicmbnt,  47,  52. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  amount  allowed  for  depreciation  of 
telephones,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  1073. 

62.  In  determining  cost  of  telephone  service,  depreciation  was  com- 
puted on  a  2  per  cent  sinking-fund  basis  upon  the  cost  new  of  the  prop- 
erty less  scrap  value.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1020. 

63.  An  allowance  for  annual  depreciation  of  4.27  of  the  cost  of  repre- 
duction  of  a  telephone  exchange  on  a  2  per  cent  sinking-fund  basis, 
although  deemed  reasonable  by  the  Wisconsin  Commission  for  the  pur- 
pose of  cost  analysis,  was  declared  insufficient  as  a  practical  operating 
expense,  the  company  being  held  entitled,  for  that  purpose,  to  not  less 
than  5  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  reproducing  the  physical  property.  Bogart 
v.  Wisconsin  loleph.  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

64.  An  annual  depreciation  allo\<^ance  of  5.8  per  cent  was  made  in 
ascertaining  telephone  expenses  for  rate  making.  Edwards  v.  Glen 
Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 
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65.  Six  per  cent  of  the  normal  value  of  a  t^phone  plant  was  held 
sufficient  for  depreciation  in  fixing  the  operating  expenses.  Re  Roanoke 
Teleph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.IU916D,  781. 

66.  An  annual  depreciation  allowance  of  6.07  per  cent  under  the 
straight-line  method  was  made  in  ascertaining  the  net  revenue  of  a 
telephone  company.  Cceur  D*Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.UJia016C,  438. 

67.  An  allowance  of  6|  per  cent,  rather  than  6  per  cent,  was  made 
for  annual  depreciation  of  a  rural  telephone  system  im  a  rate  case. 
Re  Watertown  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  631. 

68.  An  annual  allowance  of  6.26  per  cent  was  made  for  depreciation 
of  a  telephone  system,  to  be  continued  until  a  depreciation  reserve  of 
20  per  cent  of  the  physical  property  was  established.  Re  Chesapeake  &. 
P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

69.  Sixteen  years  was  taken  as  the  life  expeetancj  of  a  telephoned 
system  affixing  the  depreciated  value  of  the  rate  valuation.    Re  Chesa- 
peake &  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

70.  A  depreciation  allowance  of  7  per  cent  of  the  rate-making  value 
of  a  telephone  system  was  made  in  estimating  its  operating  ^cpenses. 
Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (8.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  603. 

71.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  for  depreciation  was  held  sufficient 
in  estimating  the  expenses  of  rural  telephone  lines.  Ronund  v.  Dakota 
Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJR.1916A,  364. 

72.  Only  7  per  cent  was  allowed  for  the  annual  depreciation  of  a 
city,  rural,  and  toll  tele|Aone  plant,  an  allowance  of  8  per  cant  being 
held  excessive.    Re  Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Ck).  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  318. 

73.  An  allowance  of  8.938  per  cent  was  made  for  depreciation  in  fix- 
ing rates  for  a  telephone  plant,  a  part  of  which  was  made  up  of  old 
open-wire  construction  which  would  depreciate  very  rapidly.  Re  Long 
Prairie  Teleph.  Ck>.  (Minn.)  P.TJ.R.1916C,  141. 

74.  An  annual  maintenance  and  depreciation  allowance  of  9  per  cent 
of  the  reproduction  value  of  physical  property  was  made  in  a  telephone 
rate  case.  Re  Cedar  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1918E, 
467. 

75.  Rural  telephone  depreciation  should  be  charged  off  at  the  rate  of 
10  per  cent  of  original  cost  for  the  first  year,  and  at  the  same  rate  on 
the  remainder  at  the  end  of  each  succeeding  year,  provided  no  prior 
allowance  has  been  made.  Lambert  V.  Northern  Idaho  &  M.  Power  Co. 
(Mont.)  P.U.R.lOieC,  145. 

76.  Accrued  depreciation  of  a  telephone  plant  was  fixed  at  tho  total 
of  10.5  per  cent  of  the  book  value  each  year  less  actual  maintenance 
charges,  in  determining  an  allowance  for  deficiency  in  early  return,  in 
a  rate  valuation  without  deciding  that  the  method  was  correct.  Kdwards 
v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (K.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 

(e)  Waterworlca. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  amount  allowed  lor  depreciation  of 
water  plant,  P.UJ1.1916E,  p.  1073. 

77.  A  water  utility  was  ordered  to  carry  a  deprtoiation  acoovnt  of 
.83  of  1  per  cent  of  the  value  of  its  property  found  to  be  $1,200,000. 
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Commereial  Club  ▼.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
180. 

78.  An  annual  allowance  of  2  per  cent  was  held  suflScient  to  take 
care  of  the  depreciation  of  a  water  plant  and  provide  for  upkeep.  Re 
Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.19i6D,  7.25. 

79.  In  fixing  the  operating  expenses  of  a  water  system*  an  allowance 
of  5  per  cent  was  made  for  depreciation,  upkeep,  and  repairs  of  a  poorly 
constructed  plant  having  steel  mains  with  a  shorter  life  than  cast  iron. 
Thorn  v.  Montgomery  Li^t  &  Water  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va,)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  406. 

80.  Five  per  cent  of  tlie  value  of  the  depreciable  property  of  a  water 
system  was  taken  for  the  weighted  average  annual  rate  of  depreciation, 
based  on  the  straight-line  formula,  in  fixing  rates.  Re  Mullan  Water- 
works  (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916D,  894. 

^  81.  An  annual  allowance  of  f94  was  made  for  depreciation  of  a 
chlorination  plant  coating  $420,  in  a  water-rate  proceeding.  Los  Banos 
V.  West  San  Joaquin  VaUey  Water  Co.  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  364. 

82.  An  annual  allowance  of  $2»d00  for  depreciation  reserve  was  held 
to  be  sufficient  for  a  water  utility  valued  for  rate  making  at  $150,000. 
Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

83.  The  sum  of  $6,815  is  a  reasonable  allowance  in  a  water-rate 
case  for  a  depreciation  annuity,  estimated  on  a  5  per  cent  sinking-fund 
basis,  on  a  rate-making  value  of  $998,430.61.  San  Ansehno  v.  Marin 
Water  A  P.  Co.  <CaL)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

84.  In  fixing  water  rates,  an  allowance  of  $12,000  was  made  for  an- 
nual depreciation  of  a  system  valued  at  $085,000.  Thayer  v.  Beaver 
Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

2,  Of  particular  units. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway  plant,  P.U.R.3916F, 
p.  336. 

85.  Future  inadequacy  is  the  only  justification  for  any  allowance 
for  depreciation  of  indestructible,  underground  electric  conduits.  Peck 
V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

86.  Real  estate,  working  capital,  exclusive  of  stores  and  supplies* 
and  scrap  value  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company,  do  not  depre* 
ciate;  and  underground  conduits,  cable  mains,  tools,  stores,  and  sup- 
plies depreciate  very  slightly.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

87.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  of  the  value  of  central  office  tele- 
phone equipment  was  held  sufficient  for  maintenance  and  depreciation 
in  estimating  exchange  operating  expenses.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.   (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  572. 

88.  An  allowance  of  from  10  to  05  per  cent  for  depreciation  of  office 
furniture,  equipment  of  stores  department,  wagons,  drays,  motor  ve- 
hicles, and  other  general  equipment,  was  held  excessive  as  compared 
with  one  from  10  to  45  per  cent,  in  fixing  the  reproduction  cost  of  elec- 
tric property  less  depreciation.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  k  Heat  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445. 
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DEPRECIATIOlSr,  VII.  b,  3— DEVELOPMENT  COSTS.  125 

a.  Of  working  oapttal. 

See  also  supra,  86. 

89.  An  allowance  for  working  capital  in  a  rate  valuation  was  add^d 
to  the  appraisal  after  the  depreciated  value  of  the  system  was  found, 
since  working  capital  does  not  depreciate.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph. 
Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.lWdC,  92ft. 

FJF/J.  Funds. 

Discussion  of  depreciation  reserve  fund,  its  use,  amount,  and  rela- 
tion to  it  of  maintenance,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  764.  • 

90.  Utility  stockholders  are  not  entitled  to  dividends  until  a  proper 
depreciation  reserve  is  set  up.  Re  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

91.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  rates  sufficient  to  create  and 
maimtain  a  reserve  for  accruing  depreciation,  although  inadequate  pro- 
vision has  been  made  in  the  past.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  926. 

92.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  create  a  reserve  for 
depreciation  whose  normal  average  maximum  shall  be  20  per  cent  of 
the  value  of  physical  property.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

93.  The  New  Hampshire  statute  (Laws  1911,  chap.  164,  §  6  (c),  as 
amended  by  Laws  1913,  chap.  98,  §  1)  permits  a  utility  to  invest  its 
depreciation  fund  in  additions  or  extensions,  until  needed.  Re  Exeter 
A  H.  Electric  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B,  69. 

94.  A  depreciation  fund  invested  in  the  plant  should  share  in  the  net 
profits  on  the  same  terms  as  a  stockholder.  Re  Exeter  &  H.  Electric 
Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B,  69. 

DEPRECIATION  RESERVE. 

See  Depreciation,  90-94. 

DEPRESSED  BUSUfESS  CONDITIONS. 

Utility  to  bear  loss  incident  to  crop  failure  and  business  depression, 
see  Return,  167. 

DEVELOPMENT. 

Rates  for  utility  whose  business  is  in  the  development  stage,  see 
Return,  168,  169. 

DEVELOPMENT  COSTS. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Securitt  Issues,  64. 

Consideration  of  costs  of  development  of  business  in  valuation,  see 

Valuation,  385-445. 
Considered  in  valuing  undeveloped  water  power,  see  Valuatioj^ 

484. 
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126  DEVELOPMENT  OF   BUSINESS— DISCOUNT. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  BUSHTBSS. 

Aa  test  of  reasonableness  of  rates  dependent  upon  the  value  of  serv- 

ice,  see  Rates,  64. 
Of  railways  by  resorts,  see  Valuation,  282,  28d» 

DEVELOPlfEirr  PERIOD. 

Length  of,  as  basis  for  estimating  going  value,  see  VALUAnoir,  441. 

DIGESTER  TANKAGE. 

Freight  rates  for,  see  Rates,  196. 

DIRECT  CURRENT.     ' 

See  CUBUENT. 

DIRECTORIES. 

Bafiis  for  apportioning  directory  and  stationery  expense,  between 
different  classes  of  local  telephone  service,  see  Apportionment, 
38. 

Profit  of  telephone  directory  advertising,  see  Return,  16. 

Periods  for  publishing  telephone  directory,  see  Sbbvicb;  268. 

DIRECTORS. 

Of  utility  as  trustees,  see  Discrimination,  43. 

Effect  of  invalidity  of  franchise  provision  for  election  of  directors 

by  city,  see  Franchises,  7. 
Fees  for  directory  see  Retubn,  88,  91. 

DISCARDED  PROPERTY. 

See  Pbopertt  Not  Used  ob  Usetdl. 

DISCONNECTION. 

Of  service,  consumers  to  pay  for,  when,  see  Service,  118. 

DISCONTINUANCE  OF  SERVICE. 

Discontinuance  amounting  to  abandonment,  see  Abandonment  of 
Service. 

For  nonpayment,  see  Payment,  2,  10,  11,  30-33. 

Of  both  gas  and  electric  service  where  consumer  has  misappropri- 
ated electricity,  see  Service,  108. 

DISCOUNT. 

Waiver  of  collection  of  discount  on  bill  not  paid  during  discount 

period,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimtnatio>%  154. 
Discount  for  prompt  payment  of  bills,  see  Payment,  3,  14-23. 
Discounts  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  hond^  to  be  amortized,  see 

Return,  25. 
Allowance  for  discount  on  bonds,  in  reorganization  valuation,  see 

Valuation,  35. 
Consideration  of  discount  of  bor  U,  in  ascertaining  original  cost, 

see  Valuation,  86. 
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DISCRETION;  DISCRIMINATION.  127 

AUowance  for  bond  discount  in  valuation,  see  VALUATlOKy  123-126. 
Allowance  of  working  capital  to  tak«  advantage  of  discounts,  tee 
Valuation,  344. 


DISCRETION. 

Of  court  in  issuing  writ  of  certiorari,  see  Cebtiorabi^  1. 

Of  court  in  granting  or  refusing  preliminary  injunction  against 

Commission  pendi^ig  hearing,  see  Injunction,  1. 
Of  court  as  to  issuance  of  writ  of  mandamus,  see  Mandamus,  1. 
Of  directors  of  utility  as  to  bond  issue,  when  not  overruled,  see 

SeCUBITT  IS8UK4,  68. 

DIBORIlinfATION. 

/.  In  general,  1, 

II,  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  2, 
III.  As  to  rates,  8^131. 

a.  In  general,  3—5. 

&.  Contracts  affording  discriminatory  rates,  OS, 

c.  Deviation  from  filed  tariffs,  9^14^. 

d.  As  between  localities,  15^23, 
«.  Meter  rental,  24—26. 

/.  Concessions  to  classes  of  consumers,  27—66. 

I.  Schools,  churches,  and  charitable  and  benevolent 

associations,  27—31, 

2.  Municipalities,  32-37. 

3.  Children,  38—40, 

4.  School'tcfichers,  41, 

5.  Employees  and  officers,  42—45, 

6.  Stockholders,  46,  47. 

7.  Owners  of  equipment,  48— SO, 

8.  Vendor  of  utility,  51. 

9.  Large  eonsumers,  52—59, 

10.  Consumers  signing  exclusive  contracts,  60, 

II,  Off  peak  tisers,  61  • 

12.  Business  telephone  subscribers,  62, 

13,  Industries,  63—66. 

g.  Discrimination  by  particular  utilities,  67—131. 

1.  Electricity,  67-82. 

(a)  In  general,  67—73, 

(b)  Block  or  step  rates,  74—77, 

(c)  Light  and  power  rates,  78—80, 

(d)  BeMdenee  and  oomm^eroial  lighting,  81,  82. 

2,  Ferri0S,  83, 

a.  By  interurban  raiUrays,  84^-^6, 

(a)  In  general,  84^  85. 

(b)  Coupon  or  ticket  books,  86,  87^ 

(c)  Fare  zoneSf  88—96, 
4.  Natural  gas,  97. 
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128  DISCRIMINATION,  L 

III.  g'^-eoniinued. 

5.  BaUroadSf  98''104. 

(a)  In  general,  98-^102, 

(b)  Rates  for  switching  service,  103, 

(c)  Interstate  and  intrastate  rates,  tOik, 

6.  Sewers f  106. 

7.  Street  railways,  100^108. 

(a)   In  general,  106. 

(h)   Fare  zones,  107,  108. 

8.  Telephones,  109^121. 

(a)   In  general,  109^114, 
(h)  Between  exchanges,  lis, 

(c)  Between  local  and  rural  subscribers,  llO-- 

118, 

(d)  Between  single  and  party  lines,  119, 

(e)  Between   business  and  residence  subscribe 

ers,  120, 

(f)  Higher  citarge  for  opposite  direction,  121. 

9.  Water  companies,  122^131. 

(a)  In  general,  122-^128. 

(b)  Fire  protection,  129^131. 
IT,  As  to  service,  132^149. 

a.  By  electric  companies,  132, 

b.  By  natural  gas  companies,  133. 

c.  By  railroads,  134—139, 

1,  In  general,  134-136. 

2.  Stoppage  in  transit  to  test  marhet,  13'7'^139. 

d.  By  steamships,   140,   141, 

e.  By  telegraph  companies,  142, 

f.  By  telephone  companies,   143—149. 

1.  In  general,  143—146. 

2.  As  to  physical  t^nnection,  147—149. 
V.  As  to  rules  governing  payment,  160—168. 

a.  In  general,  ISO— 152, 

b.  As  to  deposits  for  security,  153, 

c.  As  to  discounts  for  prompt  payment,  154* 

d.  As  to  payments  in  advance,  155,  156. 

e.  As  to  extension  of  credit,  157,  158. 
VI.  As  to  reparation  of  overcharges,  159,  160, 

VII,  Action  for  damages  for,  161,  162, 


I,  In  general. 

Statutes  regulating  motor  buses  carrying  passengers  for  hire  as  illegal 
discrimination,  see  Constitutional  Law,  24-27. 

Higher  license  fee  for  jitneys,  as  violation  of  constitutional  guaranty  of 
equal  righta,  see  Constitutional  Law,  26. 

Public  Utilities  Act  prohibiting  di8criminati<Ni  as  rendering  unenforce- 
able prior  rate  contracts,  see  Cokstitutional  Law,  37,  40,  46,  48, 
49,  51,  53,  54. 
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DISCRIMINATION,  II.,  HI.  a.  129 

Changes  in  rates  producing  inadequate  return  to  eliminate  discrimina- 
tion, see  Rates,  13. 

Correction  of  discrimination  as  prerequisite  to  increase  in  telephone 
rates,  see  Rates,  221. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  act  concerning  public  utilities,  P.  L.  1911, 
p.  380,  §  18  (a),  that  no  public  utility  "shall  make"  any  unjust  or 
unreasonable,  imjustly  discriminatory  or  unduly  preferential,  rate,  or 
(d)  give,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preterence 
or  advantage  to  any  person,  corporation,  or  locality,  are  prospective, 
ana  not  retroactive.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public  Utility 
Comrs.  P.U.R.1916D,  107   (S.  C.  —  W.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013).' 

//.  Jurisdictiortf  powers  and  duties  of  Comtnissiotu 

Power  of  Commission  to  direct  utility  to  terminate  a  contract  affording 
discriminatory  rates,  see  Commissions,  10. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  order  free  transportation  of  mail  car- 
riers by  street  railways,  see  Commissions,  30. 

Power  of  Commission  to  eliminate  discriminatory  rates  where  contracts 
with  consumers  and  municipal  franchise  contracts  are  involved,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  31-55. 

Power  of  state  Commission  to  prevent  discrimination  in  ticlcer  service 
of  stock  quotations  transmitted  from  another  state,  see  Interstate 

COMMEBGB,  4. 

Of  New  York  Commission  over  rates  charged  by  real  estate  company 
operating  passenger  elevator  for  accommodation  of  purchasers  of 
land,  see  Public  Utilities,  4. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  discriminatory  contract, 
see  Rates,  21. 

Power  of  Commission  under  North  Dakota  statute  to  require  ware- 
houses to  charge  for  storage  of  grain  in  absence  of  showing  of  dis- 
crimination, see  Rates,  23. 

2.  A  commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  railroad  to  extend 
a  commodity  freight  zone  from  its  limit  of  56  miles  from  a  market  to 
include  a  town  90  miles  distant  therefrom  that  is  subject  to  a  higher 
rate,  to  prevent  unjust  discrimination  against  a  shipper  at  the  latter 
point,  under  a  statute  (Laws  1871-72,  p.  618,  as  amended  by  Laws 
1911,  p.  471)  authorizing  the  Commission  to  regulate  maximum  rates 
for  ordinary  hauls  and  comparative  rates  for  long  and  short  haulu, 
where  there  is  no  complaint  that  the  90-mile  rate  is  imreaaonable,  or 
under  a  statute  (Laws  1872,  p.  135)  against  unjust  discrimination 
under  which  there  is  a  right  to  trial  by  jury.  People  ex  rel.  State  Pub. 
Utilities  Commission  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  992  (S. 
C.  —  111.  — ,  110  N.  E.  821). 

in.  As  to  rates, 
a.  In  general. 

Higher  rates  for  prepayment  meters  than  for  standard  credit  meters,  see 
Rates,  107. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 9. 
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130  DISCRIMINATION,  III.  b,  c 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discrimination  in  rates,  P.n.R.1916E, 
p.  616. 

3.  Discrimination  in  rates  is  more  offensive  than  excessive  rates, 
because  within  reasonable  limits  shippers  can  adjust  themselves  to  high 
rates,  but  not  to  unequal  rates.  Griffin  &  Bros.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  27. 

4.  A  complaint  that  a  rate  is  discriminatory  which  merely  alleges 
that  the  same  commodity  is  being  supplied  at  a  different  rate,  by  a 
different  utility,  in  a  different  commimity,  does  not  state  a  cause  of 
action.  Bowker  v.  United  Light,  Fuel  &  x'.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
582. 

5.  The  difference  between  the  purchase  price  and  the  selling  price 
of  electrical  power  by  a  distributing  utility  should  be  the  same  for 
limited  service  as  for  unlimited  service.  Kreunen  v.  Cedar  Grove  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

h.  Contrticts  affording  dUcrinUnatory  rates. 

6.  Special  contracts  executed  prior  to  the  Idaho  Public  Utilities 
law,  and  authorizing  rates  different  from  those  fixed  by  the  Commis- 
sion, are  unjustly  discriminatory,  and  must  be  canceled.  Taylor  v. 
Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

7.  Contracts  for  telephone  service  at  lower  than  the  regular  rates 
are  void  at  common  law  and  contrary  to  the  public  policy  prevailing  at 
the  date  of  the  Missouri  anti-discrimination  statute,  because  they  are 
unjustly  discriminatory.  Hannibal  Trust  Co.  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  & 
Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  525  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  451). 

8.  Tlie  validity  of  contracts  for  telephone  service  at  lower  than 
the  regular  rate,  made  prior  to  the  Public  Service  Commission  law, 
which  prohibits  discrimination,  but  continues  in  force  contracts  in  ef- 
fect on  its  date,  is  to  be  tested  by  common-law  principles.  Hannibal 
Trust  Co.  V.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.191CE,  526  (S.  C. 
3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  461). 

c.  Deviation  from  filed  tariffs, 

9.  The  collection  of  a  minimum  charge  for  electric  lighting  less 
than  the  rate  filed  with  the  Commission  is  unlawful.  Philipsburg  v. 
Montana  Power   Co.    (Mont.)    P.U.R.1916B,   377. 

10.  The  use  of  a  certain  number  of  lights  cannot  be  made  a  condition 
to  the  installation  of  a  meter,  where  an  unconditional  meter 
rate  has  been  published.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1016D.  651. 

11.  A  moving-picture  theater  cannot  be  charged  a  flat  electric  rate 
where  the  public  utility  law  requires  all  rates  to  be  filed,  and  rates  are 
filed  only  for  measured  commercial  service.  Woll  v.  Hullinger  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

12.  Telephone  rates  different  from  those  filed  with  the  Commission 
cannot  be  collected.    Re  Nuttbrook  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  110. 

13.  A  telephone  company  must  amend  its  published  tariff  or  comply 
with  a  provision  to  collect  5  cents  in  addition  to  the  through  toll,  on 
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DISCRIMINATION,  DI.  d.  131 

oyer  two  lines,  althougli  the  call  originates  from  a  subscriber 
who  pays  for  exchange  service.  Jackson  v.  Central  Teleph.  Co.  (Vt.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  203. 

14.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  charge  rates  in 
excess  of  those  in  its  published  schedule.  Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent. 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  364. 

d.  Aa  between  localitiea. 

15.  Separate  rates  may  be  fixed  for  different  communities  served  by 
an  electric  utility  either  through  the  same  or  different  systems,  giving 
a  lower  rate  to  localities  enjoying  natural  advantages  by  reason  of 
population  or  location.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  & 
Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  86. 

16.  The  Washington  Commission  has  no  power  to  establish  a  high 
rate  in  one  of  several  imits  or  localities  served  by  a  utility  in  order 
that  a  low  rate  may  be  established  in  another  locality,  nor  to  permit 
an  unremunerative  rate  in  any  locality  that  would  result  in  detriment 
to  another  locality  or  service.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific 
Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  86. 

17.  A  municipal  electrical  utility  may  be  permitted  to  charge  a 
higher  rate  to  consumers  without  the  municipality  than  to  residents, 
where  the  rate  to  the  former  is  not  unreasonably  high  in  comparison 
with  the  cost  of  service  and  other  conditions  affecting  rates.  Re  Fenni- 
more  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

18.  No  discrimination  in  gas  rates  is  shown  from  the  mere  fact 
that  consumers  on  opposite  sides  of  a  road  pay  different  rates,  where 
the  road  is  the  dividing  line  between  municipalities.  West  AUis  v. 
West  Allis  Gas  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  740. 

19.  Objections  to  distance  differentials  in  a  gas-rate  schedule  in  a 
city,  that  they  discriminate  in  favor  of  the  central  portion  and  inter- 
fere  with  proper  engineering  in  locating  the  plant,  do  not  apply  to  pre- 
vent a  higher  rate  in  a  municipality  than  in  an  adjoining  city  nearer 
to  the  central  plant.  West  Allis  v.  West  Allis  Gas  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  740. 

20.  Higher  gas  rates  charged  by  a  subsidiary  company  in  a  sub- 
urban mimicipality  than  are  charged  by  the  parent  companv  in  an 
adjoining  city  are  not  necessarily  discriminatory  where  it  appears  that 
the  suburb  is  farther  from  the  central  plant  supplying  both  communi- 
ties, that  the  suburban  investment  per  consumer  is  greater,  and  that 
the  charter  limits  of  the  parent  company  form  the  dividing  line.  West 
Allis  V.  West  Allis  Gas  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  740. 

21.  The  division  of  a  state  into  two  parts  by  railroads,  and  the 
diarging  of  higher  rates  in  one  part  than  the  other,  were  held  to  be 
an  unlawful  discrimination,  it  not  appearing  that  additional  cost  of 
operation  or  lack  of  density  of  traffic  resulted  to  all  carriers  in  the 
territory  taking  the  higher  rate  as  compared  with  operating  conditions 
for  all  carriers  in  the  other  territory.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)    P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

22.  Residents  of  a  community  in  a  potential  exchange  area  within 
one  town  cannot  have  free  connection  with  residents  of  another'  town 
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served  by  a  physical  exchange  through  which  the  potential  exchange 
subscriliers  are  switched,  where  such  connection  would  disturb  the  en- 
tire rate  structure  and  discriminate  against  other  communities.  Re 
Sturbridge   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.191GB,  994. 

23.  Tho  discrimination  in  charging  water  users  in  one  town  a  mini- 
mum meter  rate  of  $2  per  month  when  users  in  otlier  towns  were 
charged  $1  per  month  was  eliminated  by  fixing  a  rate  for  all  of  $1  per 
month  for  the  first  280  cubic  feet  or  less.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water 
&  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

«.  Meter  rental. 

24.  A  meter  rental  charge  unjustly  discriminates  in  favor  of  con- 
sumers who  own  meters,  where  the  rental  is  disproportionate  to  the 
cost  and  maintenance  of  the  meter.  VVoll  v.  HuUinger  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  380. 

25.  A  meter  rental  charge  of  25  cents  per  month  on  meters  costing 
$6.77  unjustly  discriminates  in  favor  of  consumers  who  own  meters, 
since  the  difference  between  the  meter  rental  charge  and  the  actual 
charge  to  cover  interest  and  depreciation  on  the  value  of  the  meter 
unfairly  increases  the  unit  cost  of  service  to  a  consumer  not  owning  a 
meter.  Current  v.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
917.' 

26.  Discrimination  in  a  meter  rental  charge  was  eliminated  by  re- 
quiring the  utility  to  acquire  all  meters,  and  by  permitting  It  to  in- 
crease its  rates  if  the  loss  of  such  charges  would  be  an  undue  burden. 
Currant  v.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.19IGA,  917. 

f.  Concessions  to  classes  of  consumers. 

1.  Schools,  churcliesy  and  charitable  and  benevolent  associations. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  free  and  reduced  rates  to  chari- 
table institutions  as  discrimination,  P.U.R.19J6E,  p.  623. 

27.  Schools,  cliurches,  city  buildings,  and  fountains  Hhould  not  re- 
ceive free  water  service,  but  should  pay  on  the  ordinary  private  service 
basis.     Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  1008. 

28.  No  illegal  discrimination  arises  from  the  fulfilment  of  a  con- 
tract by  a  utility  to  furnish  free  water  to  schools  in  consideration  of 
the  transfer  by  the  city  to  the  company  of  $,>0,()00  of  the  company's 
capital  stock,  where  it  appears  the  consideration  is  sufficient  to  com- 
pensate the  company  for  the  water.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute 
Waterworks  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.K.191(5B,  ISO. 

29.  A  water  company's  contract  with  a  town  to  furnisli  schools  a 
certain  amount  of  free  water  will  not  be  approved  although  it  atfects 
the  company's  finances  but  little,  since  a  contract  for  free  service  is 
unlawful  under  §  32  of  the  Utilities  act  unless  for  charitable  or  benevo- 
lent purposes,  and  no  application  is  made  to  bring  the  schools  within 
the  exception;  is  a  wrongful  gift  to  the  town;  and  is  probably  void  as 
against  public  policy.  Re  Wiscasset  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.191UD, 
»)2o.     • 
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30.  A  railroad  company  is  entitled,  under  the  Colorado  Public  TUili- 
ties  act,  to  transport  provisions  and  other  freight  at  a  free  or  reduced 
rate  to  a  hospital  maintained  as  a  charitable  institution  by  its  em- 
ployees relief  association,  where  the  points  of  origin  and  destination 
are  within  the  state  and  the  shipments  are  made  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  the  Commission.  Cochems  v.  Denver  &  R.  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,   905. 

31.  A  railroad  company  is  not  entitled,  under  the  Colorado  Public 
Utilities  Act,  to  furnish  free  or  reduced  rate  transportation  to  physicians 
and  surgeons  employed  by  its  employees  relief  association,  where  they 
do  not  devote  their  entire  time  to  the  work  of  the  association;  but  it 
may  furnish  such  transportation  where  the  physicians  and  siu-geons  are 
in  the  service  of  the  railroad  as  such.  Cochems  y.  Denver  &  K.  G.  R. 
Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  905. 

2.  Municipalities. 

See  also  infra,  59. 

32.  The  furnishing  of  "free  gas"  to  cities  in  compliance  with  ordi- 
nances granting  the  use  of  streets  discriminates  against  consumers  re- 
quired to  pay  scheduled  rates,  and  should  therefore  be  discontinued. 
Landon  v.  Lawrence   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

33.  Free  water  for  fire  and  other  municipal  purposes  is  unfair  to 
private  consumers,  and  will  not  be  permitted  although  required  by  a 
franchise  ordinance.    Re  Mullan  Waterworks  (Idalio)  P.U.R.1916D,  894. 

34.  A  village  should  pay  for  electricity  supplied  for  its  hall,  fire  de- 
partment staticm,  and  streets.  Kauffman  v.  Hillsboro  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.UJ1.191(JE,  375. 

35.  Furnishing  free  water  for  municipal  and  fire  protection  purposes 
is  unjust  for  the  reason  that  the  consumers  are  obliged  to  pay  for  priv- 
ileges enjoyed  by  property  owners,  whereas  the  consumer  should  pay 
for  the  water  he  uses  in  proportion  to  his  use,  and  the  property  owner 
should  pay  for  his  protection  in  proportion  to  the  taxable  value  of  his 
property.    Re  Augusta  Water  Dist.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  31. 

36.  Free  water  for  sewer  flushing  furnished  to  some  of  the  munici- 
palities which  a  utility  serves  discriminates  between  the  municipalities 
and  against  domestic  ponsumers.  Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co. 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

37.  The  agreement  made  in  1898  between  the  city  of  Plainfield  and 
the  Plainfield  Gaa  A  Electric  Light  Company,  whereby  the  latter,  in 
consideration  of  the  passage  of  a  certain  ordinance  by  the  former,  desig- 
nating certain  streets  and  highways  in  that  municipality  through  and 
upon  which  posts  or  polee  of  the  lighting  company  might  be  placed  and 
maintained,  etc.,  contracted  that  it,  its  successes,  and  assigns  would  at 
mil  times  light  by  electricity  free  of  charge  the  common  council  chamber 
and  certain  buildings  and  ofiices  occupied  for  city  purposes,  is  enforce- 
able against  the  Public  Service  Electric  Company,  which  subsequently 
took  over  the  rights  and  privileges,  and  assumed  the  duties  and  obliga- 
tions, of  the  Plainfield  Gas  k  Electric  Light  Company,  notwithstanding 
the  provisi<ms  of  P.  L.  1911,  p.  380,  §  18  (a)  and  (d).    Public  Service 
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Electric  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916D,  107  (S.  C.  —  N.  J. 
— ,  96  Atl.  1013). 

a.  CfhUdren. 

38.  A  low  street  railway  fare  for  school  children  js  justified  by  pub- 
lic policy.  Dickinson  v.  Chippewa  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  960. 

39.  The  mere  fact  that  private  business  schools  are  operated  for 
profit  does  not  entitle  a  railway  company  to  discontinue  the  sale  of 
reduced  rate  school  tickets  to  pupils  of  school  age,  attending  such  school. 
Re  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  437. 

40.  Railroads  may  be  required  to  transport  children  under  the  age 
of  five  years  free  of  charge,  although  the  statute  prescribing  the  rates 
does  not  contain  such  a  requirement.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

4.  School'teachera. 

41.  School-teachers  cannot  complain  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  privi- 
lege to  ride  on  scholars'  street  railway  tickets.  Re  Hewitt  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  764. 

5.  Employees  and  offlcera. 

42.  A  grain  warehouse  association  should  not  permit  its  president 
to  use  floor  apace  for  the  storage  of  machinery  and  hardware  for  pri- 
vate purposes,  without  compensation.  Re  Farmers*  Co-op.  Union  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  271. 

43.  The  rule  that  a  trustee  cannot  use  his  position  for  his  own  ad- 
vantage applies  to  prevent  the  enforcement  of  telephone  service  con- 
tracts for  a  long  term  at  reduced  rates,  made  by  officers  and  directors 
with  their  company  pending  the  consummation  of  a  sale  of  the  system 
under  an  option  signed  by  them.  Hannibal  Trust  Co.  v.  Southwestern 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  525  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  451). 

44.  A  public  water  company  cannot  grant  to  its  secretary  a  per- 
petual right  to  water  in  consideration  of  his  services.  Re  North  Fork 
Ditch -Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  477. 

45.  An  interurban  railway  will  not  be  permitted  to  give  free  trans- 
portation to  the  freight  solicitors  of  a  transportation  company  whose 
sole  business  is  to  distribute  and  store  freight  for  the  other,  since  the 
solicitors  are  not  railway  employees.  Re  Chicago  &  Interurban  Trac- 
tion Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  716. 

6.  Stoch'holders, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  reduced  rates  to  stockholders  as  dis- 
crimination, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  621. 

46.  Special  telephone  rates  to  stockholding  subscribers  art*  unlawful. 
Re  Northeast  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)   P.l'.R.1916B,  925. 

47.  Stockholders  cannot  be  given  a  different  or  less  telephone  rate 
than  is  charged  nonstockholding  subscribers.  Re  Letcher  Teleph.  Co. 
(S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  486. 
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7.  Oumers  of  equipment. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  lower  rates  to  owners  of  equipment 
as  to  discrimination,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  622. 

48.  A  telephone  company  will  be  authorized  to  cancel  a  special 
switching  rate  to  certain  town  subscribers  owning  their  own  telephoned 
and  lines.    Re  Callaway  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916F,  405. 

49.  The  investment  of  a  rural  electrical  consumer  in  his  pole  line  be- 
yond a  borough  does  not  require  the  utility  to  charge  him  less  than  the 
regular  rate,  or  to  acquire  the  line,  where  he  receives  urban  service 
which  would  be  given  at  a  loss  if  the  utility  purchased  the  line.  Black 
V.  Garrett  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.  1916E,  847. 

50.  The  facts  that  residents  and  a  banking  company  wire  their  prem- 
ises for  special  interior  service  and  purchase  the  equipment  under  con- 
tracts obligating  the  company  in  one  case  "to  furnish  telephone  appli- 
ances and  connections,*'  and  in  the  other  to  furnish  "main  appliances 
and  equipments,"  and  in  all  cases  to  attend  to  maintenance  and  repairs, 
do  not  justify  reduced  rate  contracts  which  may  be  given  subscribers 
furnishing  sufficient  equipment.  Hannibal  Trust  Co.  v.  Southwestern 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  525  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  461). 

8.  Vendor  of  utility. 

51.  Free  switching  granted  to  the  owner  of  a  rural  line  as  a  con- 
sideration on  the  sale  of  telephone  properties  violates  the  South  Da- 
kota anti-pass  and  anti-discrimination  statutes.  Re  Letcher  Teleph. 
Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  486. 

P.  Large  consumers. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  lower  rates  to  large  consumers  as 
discrimination,  P.U.R.19ieE,  p.  623. 

52.  A  utility  will  not  be  permitted  to  sell  electricity  to  large  con- 
sumers at  or  below  average  cost,  even  though  it  may  be  sold  lower 
at  wholesale  than  in  small  quantities.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  86. 

53.  Rate  concessions  may  be  given  large  users,  off-peak  users,  and 
Sunday  users  of  electric  light  and  power,  to  further  continuous  opera- 
tion of  the  plant,  and  to  preclude  large  users  from  installing  private 
plants.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
445. 

54.  A  water  rate  of  50  cents  per  1,000  gallons  to  large  industries, 
while  the  cost  is  62  cents  per  1,000  gallons,  and  domestic  and  small 
commercial  consumers  pay  $6  per  1,000  gallons,  should  be  substantially 
increased,  although  the  industrial  business  results  in  meeting  the  "out 
of  pocket"  costs  and  a  part  of  the  fixed  expenses,  and  although  the 
industries  may  supply  themselves  if  the  rate  is  increased,  wliere  indus- 
trial consumption  of  91.1  per  cent  of  the  total  produces  only  54  per 
cent  of  the  earnings,  where  the  utility's  general  manager  testifies  that 
75  per  cents  per  1,000  gallons  would  be  fair  if  the  demand  increased,  and 
where  a  company  in  another  locality,  operating  at  the  same  cost  and 
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under  comparable  conditions,  diarges  industries  from  75  cents  to  $1.50 
per  1,000  gallons  without  liavlng  them  supply  themselves.  Donovan  v. 
Ooldfield  Consol.  Water  Co.    (Xev.)    P.U.R.1916D,  419. 

55.  The  furnishing  of  electricity  to  large  consumers  at  lower  rates 
than  to  small  consumers  is  not  discriminatory,  where  the  lower  rate 
results  from  excess  consumption  at  secondary  rates  lower  than  primary 
rates.  Re  Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

56.  A  schedule  giving  lower  rates  for  large  consumption  of  elec- 
tricity discriminates  against  small  consumers,  where  the  lower  rates  are 
not  applied  in  blocks.  Bly  v.  Winslow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

57.  A  distributing  company  cannot  be  said  to  furnish  electricity  to 
a  large  consumer  at  too  low  a  rate  as  compared  with  that  charged 
others,  it  appearing  that  the  company  purchases  its  current  at  a  very 
much  lower  rate  by  reason  of  the  amount  taken  by  the  large  customer, 
that  there  is  little  additional  labor  required  in  serving  such  customer, 
that  the  net  income  of  the  company  from  the  sale  of  current  to  such 
customer  is  more  than  one  half  of  its  total  net  income,  and  that  the 
loss  of  current  in  supplying  other  customers  is  very  large  and  the  cost 
of  the  service  much  greater.  Wellsburg  v.  Tri-State  R.  &  Electric  Co. 
(W.  Va.)    P.U.R.1916C,  258. 

58.  A  state  prison  using  a  large  amount  of  water  may  be  given  a 
low  rate,  adding  thereto  an  amount  representing  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
building  a  long  line  for  serving  the  prison  only.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin 
Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

59.  A  water  contract  to  supply  a  city  at  a  low  rate,  will  not  be  dis- 
approved merely  because  the  city  is  the  only  consumer  which  can  take 
advantage  of  the  rate.  Re  Wiscasset  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
177. 

10.  Consutnera  signing  exclusive  oontmots. 

60.  A  natural  gas  company  does  not  unreasonably  discriminate  in 
refusing  the  benefit  of  a  low  rate  except  to  patrons  signing  a  three-year 
exclusive  contract,  where  the  same  terms  apply  to  all  users,  and  where 
the  utility  has  made  its  investment  without  a  franchise  and  without  a 
monopoly.  Southern  Oil  Co.  v.  Yale  Natiiral  Gas  O).  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  93. 

11,  Off-pealc  users. 

See  also  supra,  53. 

61.  A  reduced  rate  may  be  given  power  consumers  using  electricity 
only  during  off-peak  hours.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  922. 

12,  Business  teU^phone  Huhscrihers. 

62.  Giving  free  residence  telephone  service  to  subscribers  of  business 
telephones  constitutes  an  unlawful  discrimination.  Keenaa  v.  North- 
western Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916F,  193. 
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18.  InduUriea. 

63.  The  Oklahoma  Commission,  while  recognizing  the  importance  of 
encouraging  the  location  of  manufacturers  in  the  state  by  the  reduc- 
tion of  natural  gas  rates,  will  not  authorize  such  reduction  at  the  ex- 
pense of  domestic  consumers  and  the  extensions  of  facilities.  Crystal 
Ice  &  Ice  Cream  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  Natural  Ga«  Co.  (OkUu)  P.U.R.191GA, 
206. 

64.  A  special  rate  on  (;rushed  stone  made  by  part  of  the  machinery 
of  a  cement  plant,  during  the  construction  of  such  plant,  will  be  author- 
ized under  Iowa  Code,  §  2146,  authorizing  special  rates  to  develop  a  new 
industry,  where  the  operation  of  such  machinery  will  be  of  material  aid 
in  developing  the  new  industry,  and  the  distance  rate  on  the  commodity 
to  its  market  would  be  prohibitive.  Ft.  Dodge  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916E,  807. 

66.  A  low  water  rate  to  mining  plants  should  be  applied  only  to  wa- 
ter used  for  mining  purposes.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci 
Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916E,  387. 

66.  Officials  of  mining  companies  supplied  by  a  water  company 
should  not  be  given  a  lower  residence  rate  than  other  residence  users. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
387. 

g»  IHatjrimination  hy  pafticular  ntiUUeMm 
1.  Electricity, 

(a)   In  general. 

Right  to  allow  discount  for  lighting  separate  buildings  of  one  consumer, 

see  Rates,  7. 
Combination  of  electrical  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to  secure 

reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38. 

Abstract  of  caaes  passing  upon  diseriminatian  in  rates  by  electric 
uUliiies,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  624. 

67.  There  is  no  unjust  discrimination  in  classifying  electric  con- 
sumers, and  serving  them  under  classified  schedules  of  rates,  with  slid- 
ing scales  based  on  the  average  cost  of  service  to  consumers  in  each 
class.  Kramer  v.  St.  Joseph  R.  Light  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
308. 

68.  A  village  moving-picture  theater,  making  no  abnormal  demand 
for  service,  should  not  be  charged  more  than  the  regular  commercial 
electric  rate,  particularly  where  it  is  -the  largest  consumer.  Woll  v. 
Hullinger   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

69.  An  electric  utility  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  operating  its 
plant  after  the  customary  time  of  shutting  down  at  night,  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  persons  conducting  dances,  etc  Re  Poynette  Electric 
Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  541. 

70.  A  power-rate  regulation  of  an  electric  utility,  that  the  fixed 
maximum  demand  shall  be  increased  to  the  demand  shown  by  subsequent 
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motor  tests,  must  also  provide  fot  a  decrease  if  shown.     McClanahan 
V.  Tri-County  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  187. 

71.  Primary  electric  meter  rates  varying  according  to  the  total 
watt  demand  of  lamps  or  other  installations  are  not  unjustly  dis- 
criminatory, in  view  of  the  facts  that  advantage  from  a  flat  rate  would 
be  offset  by  loss  of  secondary  rates  for  use  in  excess  of  such  demand, 
and  that  a  flat  rate  would  not  equitably  distribute  the  part  of  the 
cost  dependent  upon  station  capacity.  St.  Albans  v.  Vermont  Power  & 
Mfg.  Co.   (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  293. 

72.  A  maintenance  and  installation  charge  for  electric  power,  vary- 
ing according  to  the  horse  power  of  the  connected  load,  without  regard 
to  the  active  load,  is  discriminatory  where  the  difference  in  such  charges 
between  large  and  small  connected  loads  is  greater  than  the  difference 
in  the  costs  thereof.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  & 
Light  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  86. 

73.  Optional  methods  of  enforcing  observance  of  peak  hours  by  off- 
peak  electric  power  users  under  a  special  rate  are  objectionable  as  per- 
mitting discrimination.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  922. 

fb)  Block,  or  step  rates, 

74.  A  block  schedule  of  rates  for  electric  lighting  is  unjustly  dis- 
criminatory where  the  application  of  the  rate  for  the  second  block  of 
kilowatt  hours  will  sometimes  result  in  payment  of  a  larger  amount 
of  money  for  a  smaller  amount  of  service.  Re  Newton  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(N.  J.)    P.U.R.1916A,  614. 

75.  A  block  rate  for  electric  power  was  substituted  for  a  step  rate 
which  was  discriminatory  at  tiie  points  where  the  steps  occurred.  Belle- 
ville v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  K.  Co.  ( 111. )  P.U  J1.1916B,  24. 

76.  A  block  system  was  substituted  for  a  regressive  step  form  of 
electrical  quantity  discounts  held  discriminatory.  St.  Albans  v.  Ver- 
mont &  Mfg.  Co.   (Vt.)    P.U.R.1916B,  293. 

77.  A  regressive  meter  rate  schedule  which  permits  a  user  of  40,000 
gallons  of  water  to  pay  the  same  as  a  user  of  30,000  gallons,  and  a 
user  of  an  intermediate  amount  to  pay  less  than  either  of  the  former,  ^ 
must  be  changed.    Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

(c)   Light  and  power  rates. 

Low  rate  for  electric  lighting  when  given  for  power,  see  Rates,  118. 

78.  Permitting  the  use  of  electric  lights  on  a  power  line  was  held 
not  to  be  an  unjust  discrimination,  although  the  rates  were  different 
for  the  two  classes  of  service,  where  only  two  small  lights  were  used 
and  the  cost  of  separating  the  lighting  from  the  power  service  would 
be  greater  than  the  increase  in  earnings  from  the  separation  of  service. 
Re  Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

79.  The  exclusion  of  ordinary  housekeeping  electrical  devices  from 
participation  in  a  rate  for  heating  and  cooking  devices  is  discrimina- 
tory.   St.  Albans  v.  Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  293.  ; 
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80.  Tlie  exclusion  of  dynamos  and  generators  for  electric  light  from 
participation  in  an  industrial  power  rate  is  not  discriminatory.  St. 
Albans  v.  Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.lOieB,  293. 

(d)  Residence  and  comanercial  lighting. 

81.  It  is  reasonable  to  classify  separately  residence  service  and  com- 
mercial service  in  an  electric  light  rate  schedule.  Re  Milwaukee  Elec- 
tric R.  A  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  113. 

82.  One  using  electricity  for  business  and  residenoe  lighting  on  the 
same  premises,  under  the  same  block  rate  except  the  minimum  monthly 
charge,  is  entitled  to  measurement  of  the  service  through  a  single  meter 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  combined  consumption,  since  there  would  be 
no  imlawful  discrimination  against  business  and  residence  consumers 
at  separate  localities.  HohenUial  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
<Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  673. 

2,  Ferries. 

83.  The  custom  of  a  ferry  company  to  transport  foot  passengers  free 
when  crossing  with  other  traffic  is  unlawful.  Public  Service  Commission 
ex  rel.  Brewster  v.  McPherson  Bros.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  720. 

3>  By  interurhan  railways. 


(a)  In  general. 

84.  No  unjust  discrimination  results  against  a  through  passenger  on 
an  interurban  railway,  in  favor  of  a  passenger  who  changes  cars  where 
the  zones  overlap  and  obtains  a  less  rate  for  the  same  haul  under  the 
combination  of  local  rates,  where  the  through  rate  is  reasonable  and 
the  public  interests  demand  the  continuance  of  the  local  rates.  Lodge 
V.  United  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A.  187. 

85.  A  charge  of  15  cents  for  a  through  interurban  ride  of  7.3  miles, 
and  of  10  cents  for  an  intermediate  ride  of  5  miles,  is  presumptively  dis- 
criminatory when  only  a  5-cent  fare  is  charged  in  the  terminal  cities 
for  a  ride  of  7  miles  without  a  transfer,  or  a  ride  of  9.24  miles  in  the 
same  general  direction  with  a  transfer,  or  a  ride  of  10.63  miles  by  a 
circuitous  route.  Re  United  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.  1916K, 
249. 

(b)  Coupon  or  ticket  hooks, 

86.  The  use  of  interurban  railway  reduced  rate  strip  or  book  tickets 
good,  for  12,  24,  36,  or  48  rides  should  be  limited  to  a  period  during 
which  the  tickets  would  be  used  up  by  daily  round  trips,  rather  than 
for  an  unlimited  period.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

87.  Interurban  railway  strip  or  book  tickets,  sold  at  the  rate  of  15 
cents  for  a  20-cent  fare,  should  be  issued  for  12  rides,  and  in  multiples 
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of  12,  rather  than  for  60  rides  only,  since  a  patron's  cash  inyestment 
for  the  latter  number  is  too  great.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street 
R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

(c)  Fare  zones. 

88.  Electric  railway  zone  fares  within  the  limits  of  a  city  are  not 
discriminatory  against  territory  without  the  6-cent  zone  where  a  longer 
5-cent  ride  is  granted  to  that  territory  than  to  others  and  the  zones 
were  based  upon  mileage  and  traffic,  and  not  upon  the  boundaries  of 
the  city.     Ray  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  83. 

89.  A  schedule  of  interurban  railway  fares  having  six  5-cent  zones, 
when  the  through  fare  is  20  cents,  with  the  zones  overlapping  so  that 
some  passengers  pay  at  the  rate  of  8  cents  or  6.6  qents  per  mile, 
when  others  pay  at  the  rate  of  only  1.5  cents  or  2.5  cents  per  mile,  the 
through  fare  being  at  the  rate  of  1.75  cents  per  mile,  must  be  revised,  al- 
though all  inequalities  cannot  be  eliminated  in  a  practical  scliedule. 
Dickinson  v.  Chippewa  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
960. 

90.  An  interurban  railway  schedule  of  20  cents  for  a  through  ride, 
with  six  5-cent  discriminatory  zones,  was  ordered  replaced  by  one  hav- 
ing a  5-cent  zone  at  each  city  terminal,  with  a  free  transfer,  and  five 
]-eent  zones  on  each  side  of  an  intermediate  point  having  a  10-cent 
fare  to  either  terminal.  Dickinson  v.  Chippewa  Valley  R.  Light  &  P. 
Co.    (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  960. 

91.  No  discrimination  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  an  interurban  rail- 
way has  a  longer  5-cent  fare  zone  on  one  line  than  on  another,  where 
there  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  relative  density  of  population,  amount  of 
traffic,  or  that  there  is  any  similarity  of  conditions.  Butler  v.  Lewis- 
ton,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

92.  Hiere  is  no  discrimination  by  an  interurban  5-cent  fare  zone 
longer  on  a  populous  line  than  on  one  in  sparsely  settled  territory,  since 
there  will  be  more  revenue  from  the  populous  line.  Butler  v.  Lewiston, 
A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

93.  Differences  in  interurban  railway  rates  due  to  inequalities  in 
a  5-cent  zone  fare  system  rather  than  to  differences  in  the  cost  of  the 
service  or  in  the  distances  hauled  are  unjustly  discriminatory.  Lind\?- 
raann  v.  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  265. 

94.  A  10-cent  interurban  railway  fare  to  the  first  stop  beyond  the 
limits  of  a  city  was  held  unjustly  discriminatory,  although  based  upon 
a  6-cent  zone  system  producing  fair  average  charges,  it  appearing  that 
the  stop  was  only  .76  of  a  mile  beyond  the  first  zone  limit,  and  that  the 
rate  was  the  same  to  points  at  considerable  distances  beyond  in  the 
same  zone;  and  a  rate  of  6  cents  was  ordered  substituted,  on  the  basis 
of  coupon  or  strip  tickets  of  one  hundred  1-cent  coupons  for  $1  to  be 
sold  at  the  company's  ticket  offices  or  by  mail,  the  cash  train  fare  to 
remain  10  cents.  Lindemann  v.  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 
r.U.R.1916C,  265. 

95.  In  order  to  eliminate  discriminatory  features  of  a  5-cent  in- 
terurban railway  zone  rate,  a  modified  schedule  was  ordered  based 
upon  a  5  cent  fare  to  the  limits  of  a  city  plus  a  mileage  charge  to  the 
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nearest  cent  for  the  distances  to  the  yarioiis  stations  heyond,  the  rates 
between  the  outside  stations  to  be  approximately  the  di£ference  between 
the  rates  to  such  points  from  the  city,  the  company  being  privileged 
to  charge  a  maximum  fare  of  5  cents,  such  rates  to  apply  only  where 
tickets  were  purchased  in  the  company's  offices.  Lindemann  v.  Chicago 
&  M.  Electric  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  266. 

96.  The  exaction  of  a  10-cent  fare  instead  of  giving  a  transfer  to 
passengers  in  an  interurban  railway  5-cent  zone,  who  change  to  a*  line 
nmning  at  right  angles  on  the  division  between  fare  zones,  in  traveling 
to  their  nearest  ferry,  is  discriminatory  and  inadequate  service;  and  a 
transfer  will  be  ordered,  although  it  will  permit  a  ride  of  6.81  miles, 
where  it  appears  that  only  a  3-mile  ride  will  be  used,  that  a  longer  but 
circuitous  ride  will  be  given  to  another  ferry  for  a  single  fare,  that  a 
transfer  is  given  to  passengers  in  the  contiguous  zone,  that  the  utility 
permits  more  than  a  7-mile  ride  for  a  single  fare  on  other  lines  and 
gives  transfers  permitting  more  than  a  9-mile  ride  to  ferries  on  other 
lines,  and  that  more  pedestrians  would  ride  if  they  had  to  pay  only  a 
6-cent  fare.  Men's  Club  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
675. 

4.  Natural  gas, 

97.  A  higher  minimum  should  not  be  charged  for  natural  gas  con- 
sumed in  a  gas  engine  than  for  gas  consumed  for  other  purposes.  Plan- 
sifter  Mill.  Co.  V.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1016A,  208. 

5.  Railroads, 

(a)  In  general. 

Enforceability  of  railroad  contract  for  lower  round  trip  fare  to  club 
members  to  a  club  house,  see  Constitutional  Law,  46. 

Ri^t  of  railroad  to  charge  more  than  one  transportation  fare  in  addi- 
tion to  regular  drawing-room  fare  for  exclusive  occupancy  by  one 
person,  see  Rates,  168. 

Extension  of  similar  railroad  passenger  service  to  a  nearby  town,  see 
Service,  74. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  discrimination  in  rates  by  rail- 
roads, see  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  619. 

98.  Weight,  liability,  and  class  of  equipment  used,  must  be  consid- 
ered in  fixing  railroad  commodity  rates,  in  order  that  the  expense  be 
properly  distributed  between  the  commodities.  Re  Rates  Missouri 
Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

99.  A  lumber  commodity  rate  starting  at  5  cents  for  each  haul  up 
to  and  including  25  miles,  advancing  at  the  rate  of  ^  cent  for  each  ad- 
ditional 25  miles  or  fraction,  unjustly  proportions  the  burden  of  ex- 
pense between  the  various  distances,  since  5  miles  is  the  proper  factor 
on  which  to  base  rates  for  short  distances,  and  the  rate  of  increase  for 
additional  distance  should  decrease  as  the  haul  increases.  Re  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

100.  A  rate  on  coal  for  shipments  from  a  locality  near  the  market. 
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which  pays  all  charges  and  yields  a  reasonable  return  on  the  full  in- 
vestment, discriminates  against  such  shippers,  where  coal  is  the  greater 
part  of  the  freight,  and  the  rate  to  shippers  far  from  the  market  bare- 
ly meets  the  "out  of  pocket  cost."  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R. 
Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

101.  A  reduction  in  an  excessive  through  rate  for  coal  moving  in 
train  loads  between  two  points  does  not  necessarily  require  a  corre* 
sponding  reduction  in  the  rates  to  intermediate  points,  where  that 
movement  is  in  mixed  trains  and  often  in  carload  lots  only.  District 
No.  6  V.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

102.  Railroad  passenger  fares  between  intermediate  stations  cannot 
be  increased  to  2^  cents  per  mile,  when  the  increase  between  the  termi- 
nal cities  is  only  to  2  cents  per  mile.  Re  Passenger  Fares  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

(h)  Rates  for  switching  service, 

103.  A  switching  charge  on  live-stock  shipments  to  or  from  stock 
yards  with  which  the  carrier  does  not  directly  connect,  although  not 
discriminatory  in  itself,  is  discriminatory  where  others,  similarly  situ- 
ated, and  charging  no  higher  rates,  absorb  the  charge;  where  the  car- 
rier absorbs  switching  charges  on  shipments  of  all  commodities  origi- 
nating at  or  destined  jto  competitive  points;  and  where  it  absorbs 
greater  switching  charges  on  wheat  shipments  to  the  same  points,  re- 
gardless of  competitive  conditions.  South  Omaha  Live  Stock  Exch.  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1034. 

(c)   Interstate  and  intrastate  rates, 

104.  Intrastate  carload  rates  for  fresh  meat  and  packing-house  prod- 
ucts were  held  unreasonable  and  discriminatory  to  the  extent  they 
exceeded  the  interstate  rates,  fixed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conunis- 
sion,  from  competitive  points  into  the  state,  especially  where  the  intra- 
state carload  rates  were  higher  than  the  less  than  carload  rates  for  the 
same  articles  transported  in  peddler  cars  as  fixed  by  the  Oklahoma 
('ommission.  Oklahoma  •Traffic  Asso.  v.  All  Railroads  &  Railways, 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  267. 

6.  Sewers, 

105.  There  is  no  discrimination  in  charging  a  summer  hotel  the  same 
annual  fiat  sewerage  rate  that  is  charged  hotels  having  guests  through- 
out the  year,  where  it  is  occupied  by  care  takers  and  repairmen  dur- 
ing the  other  seasons.  Ostend  Realty  Co.  v.  Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co. 
(N.J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  191. 

7,  Street  railways, 

(a)   In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discrimination  in  rates  by  street  rail- 
ways, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  626. 
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106.  The  refusal  of  street  and  interurban  railways  to  issue  transfers 
to  one  part  of  a  city,  when  issued  to  all  other  parts,  is  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination, although  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  limit  of  a  fare  zone, 
and  although  an  extension  of  the  zone  to  include  the  discriminated  sec- 
tion will  disrupt  a  fare  schedule,  where  the  extended  limit  is  the  nat- 
ural rate-breaking  point  and  the  fare  schedule  can  be  adjusted  on  a 
reasonable  basis.  Joplin  v.  Southwest  Missouri  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  47  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  ^.  S.  C.  R.  607). 

(b)  Fare  zones, 

107.  A  street  railway  should  not  be  required  to  fix  arbitrary  mile 
fare  zones,  or  zones  of  exactly  equal  length,  since  the  denser  the  popu- 
lation the  longer  should  be  the  possible  ride  for  a  single  fare  unit. 
Re  Hewitt  (Conn.)   P.U.R.1916D,  764. 

108.  Upon  the  removal  of  some  inequalities  by  the  substitution  of 
1-oent  street  railway  fare  zones  for  5-cent  zones  neutral  zones  were  es- 
tablished at  zone  terminals  to  permit  riders  in  more  densely  populated 
localities  to  secure  transportation  commensurate  with  the  cost  of  serv- 
ice.   Re  Hewitt  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  764. 

S.  Telephones, 
(a)   In  general. 

Use  of  knife  switches  to  be  used  by  subscribers  as  discriminatory,  see 
Sbrvioe,  249. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  discrimination  in  rates  by  telephones, 
P.UJ1.1916E,  p.  626. 

109.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  furnishing  free  toll 
service  to  a  part  only  of  its  subscribers,  and  not  to  all  similarly  situ- 
ated, is  discriminatory  and  in  violation  of  §  38,  article  4,  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Act  and  the  prior  ruling  of  the  Illinois  Commission  forbidding 
discrimination.     Re  Rixman  Teleph.  Co.    (III.)    P.U.R.1916A,   141. 

110.  A  telephone  company  was  directed  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  allowing  rural  subscribers  living  in  territory  adjacent  to  territory 
served  by  other  companies  to  have  free  connection  with  the  systems  of 
such  companies  as  a  part  of  their  r^^lar  exchange  service  when  rural 
subscribers  not  adjacent  to  such  other  systems  were  charged  the  regular 
15-cent  rate  per  message.  Re  Elroy  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
219. 

111.  A  hotel  maintaining  a  private  branch  exchange  not  owned  by 
the  telephone  company  should  be  allowed,  during  its  depreciable  life, 
a  deduction  from  the  regular  rate  of  6  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the 
branch  for  interest  plus  an  annual  depreciation  of  20  per  cent.  -  Re 
New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  688. 

112.  A  telephone  company  charging  the  same  rate  for  metallic  and 
for  grounded  service  cannot  increase  the  rate  for  the  metallic  service 
until  the  unsatisfactory  grounded  service  is  made  metallic.  Re  Elk 
Mound  Telq)h.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  870. 

113.  A  telephone  company  will  be  required  to  charge  a  compensatory 
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rate  for  switching  foreign  rural-party  lines,  since  service  at  less  than 
cost  discriminates  against  its  own  rural  lines  which  pay  a  higher  and 
compensatory  switching  rate  to  foreign  exchanges.  Re  Telephone  Cos. 
(S.  D.)    P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

114.  A  toll  charge  for  messages  between  adjoining  cities  having  an 
unequal  number  of  telephones  and  served  by  the  same  company  dis- 
criminates against  the  city  having  the  smaller  number^  the  local  rates 
being  the  same.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  940. 

(b)  Between  exchanges, 

115.  A  higher  residence  rate  to  one  exchange  than  is  charged  resi- 
dents at  an  adjoining  exchange  giving  more  extensive  service  is  unjust 
discrimination.  Re  Cedar  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
I916E,  467. 

(c)  Between  local  and  rural  auhacrihera, 

116.  The  practice  of  charging  telephone  subscribers  on  rural  lines  15 
cents  per  message  for  connection  with  other  telephone  companies,  and 
of  charging  city  subscribers  25  cents  per  message,  with  the  option  of 
unlimited  service,  at  the  rate  of  25  cents  per  month  in  Addition  to  regu- 
lar local  rates  for  each  telephone  system  with  which  they  have  unlimited 
service,  is  not  such  a  discrimination  as  to  require  an  order  to  discon- 
tinue making  such  a  distinction.  Re  Elroy  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  219. 

117.  A  privilege  to  rural  telephone  subscribers  of  choosing  one  addi- 
tional exchange  to  which  free  service  will  be  given  will  not  be  discon- 
tinued although  local  subscribers  must  pay  the  regular  toll  charge, 
where  many  rural  subscribers  live  close  to  the  free  exchanges  and  make 
business  and  social  calla  with  others  directly  connected  thereto,  and 
where  only  one  operator  hour  per  day  would  be  saved  and  the  change 
would  cause  a  loss  of  revenue  from  subscribers  discontinuing  all  serv- 
ice.   Re  Reedsburg  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1094. 

118.  There  is  no  discrimination  in  giving  to  all  tlie  subscribers  it 
an  exchange  free  toll  service  on  calls  to  city  subscribers  of  anothc^r 
exchange,  and  in  charging  toll  on  the  calls  to  rural  subscribers.  Wav- 
erly  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chesterfield  Tclopli.  &  Telog.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
612. 

(d)   Between  single  and  party  Unc8, 

119.  Furnishing  individual  main-line-residence  telephone  service  at  the 
same  rate  as  inferior  party-line  service  is  a  discrimination  within  the 
South  Dakota  anti-discrimination  statute  (§  10  of  chapter  289  of  Ses- 
sion Laws  of  1909,  as  amended  by  chapter  218)  which  should  be  reme- 
died by  classifying  the  services,  charging  lesser  rates  for  party-line 
service;  but  the  discrimination  does  not  require  the  enforcement  of  the 
penalty  provision  of  the  statute.  Ellerman  v.  Yankton  Teleph.  Co. 
(S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  611. 
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(e)  Between  ImMneaa  and  residence  suheorihere. 

120.  It  is  proper  that  business  telephones  should  bear  a  portion  of 
the  burden  of  a  rate  increase,  even  though  the  residence  rate  seems  below 
the  actual  cost  of  the  service,  where  the  community  involved  is  one  in 
which  an  extended  residence  service  is  important  to  business  subscribers. 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Ck).  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.K 
1916C,  688. 

(f)  Higher  charge  for  opposite  direction, 

121.  The  rule  that  the  same  rate  must  be  charged  for  toll  messages 
in  both  directions  requires  a  telephone  company  which  has  been  giving 
free  service,  to  make  a  charge  for  messages  from  its  exchange  to  an- 
other point  similar  to  a  charge  made  by  another  company  for  messages 
in  the  opposite  direction,  the  service,  in  part,  being  over  a  line  jointly 
owned  by  the  latter  company  and  a  competitor  of  the  former.  Re  West 
Concord  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.    (Minn.)   P.U.R.  11U6E,  178. 

9,  Water  companies, 
(a)  In  general. 

Abstract  oases  passing  upon  discrimination  in  rates  by  water  utili- 
ties, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  626. 

122.  Metering  water  is  the  only  proper  method  of  preventing  dis- 
crimination as  between  the  careful  and  careless  consumer.  Re  Charles 
Town  Water  Co.   (\\.  Va.)   P.U.R.1916D,  726. 

123.  A  rule  providing  for  furnishing  additional  meters  in  small  sizes 
free,  but  imposing  a  charge  for  large-sized  meters,  unjustly  discrim- 
inates against  the  users  of  large  meters.  Commercial  Club  v.  Jerre 
Haute  Waterworks  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

124.  A  lower  water  rate  for  residences  than  for  commercial  iise  is 
not  discriminatory  where  made  to  permit  sufficient  use  to  preserve  lawns 
and  trees  in  an  arid  city.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Carson  Water 
Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D,  678. 

125.  The  disparity  in  water  rates  of  $1.27  per  1,000  gallons  for 
county  service,  $1.79  for  town-fire  service,  $1.50  for  hospitals,  $1  for 
a  large  hotel,  while  a  maximum  of  $3  was  fixed  for  domestic  and  small 
commercial  service,  was  held  justified  in  view  of  the  different  consump- 
tions. Donovan  v.  Goldfield  Consol.  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
419. 

126.  A  barber  shop  is  entitled  to  the  published  flat  rate  for  water, 
notwithstanding  that  the  utility,  by  a  rule,  reserves  the  right  to  apply 
either  a  flat  or  a  meter  rate,  where  the  rule  permits  the  arbitrary 
creation  of  classes  of  consumers  without  distinction  as  to  consumption. 
Rendine  v.  Connellsville  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  785. 

127.  Higher  minimum  water  rates  for  laundries,  baloons,  restaurant^?, 
aad  similar  classes  of  service  than  for  ordinary  consumers  are  discrimi- 
natory in  so  far  as  each  class  requires  the  same  size  meter  and  service 
connection.  Re  Murphy  Water,  Ice,  k  Light  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
719. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 10. 
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128.  DlBcrimination  against  laundries,  saloons,  restaurants,  and  simi- 
lar classes  of  service,  by  the  maintenance  of  minimum  water  rates  high- 
er than  those  for  ordinary  consumers,  was  eliminated  by  prescribing 
a  schedule  of  minimum  rates  based  on  the  size  of  the  meter  and  service 
connection,  regardless  of  the  character  of  the  use.  Re  Murphy  Water, 
Ice  &  Light  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  719. 

(b)   Fire  protection. 

129.  A  water  utility  should  receive  compensation  for  service  rendered 
to  persons  who  make  sprinkler  or  other  connections  for  private  fire  pro- 
lection.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

130.  A  water  company  was  permitted  to  increase  its  rates  for  fire 
hydrants  from  $23  to  $30  per  annum  on  the  groimd  that  a  large  part 
of  the  readiness  to  serve  cost  of  such  a  company  is  due  to  the  necessity 
for  larger  mains  for  fire  protection,  and  that  therefore  a  lower  rate 
would  be  discriminatory.  Re  Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
U)16D,  725. 

131.  A  schedule  of  water  rates  giving  free  private  fire-protection  serv- 
ice to  premises  paying  a  certain  yearly  amount  for  water  for  ordinary 
use  at  the  regular  rate,  but  providing  that  if  such  amount  is  not  paid  the 
difi'erence  between  it  and  the  amount  actually  paid  must  be  paid  for 
fire  protection,  is  unjustly  discriminatory  notwithstanding  the  fitre- 
sprinkler  systems  are  a  community  benefit  and  reduce  the  amount  of 
water  which  would  otherwise  be  used  through  the  municipal  fire  ap- 
paratus.   Re  Portland  Water  Dist.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1020. 

IV.  As  to  service. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  discrimination  in  service  by  express 
companies,  P.UJ1.1916E,  p.  666. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  discrimination  by  irrigation  com- 
panies, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  667. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discrimination  in  service  by  street 
railways,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  669. 

a.  By  electric  companies. 

132.  An  electric  utility  cannot  require  agricultural  power,  oil-well 
power,  and  isolated  lighting  consumers  to  supply  transformers,  which 
are  furnished  free  to  mining  power,  industrial  power,  commercial  light- 
ing, and  most  residence  lighting  consumers.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

&.  By  natural  gas  companies. 

133.  A  producing  company,  having  sufiScient  natural  gas  and  pressure 
to  oontinue  to  supply  a  company  distributing  it  for  domestic  use,  can- 
not unduly  divert  gas  to  industries,  paying  a  higher  rate,  where  the 
distributor  may  be  ordered  to  pay  an  adequate  price.  Citizens  Gas  Co. 
v.  Henry  Oil  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916C,  225. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


DISCRIMINATION,  IV.  c,  1,  2.  147 

o.  By  railroads^ 

1.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discrimination  in  service  by  railroads, 
P.UJ1.1916E,  p.  667. 

134.  A  carrier  which  has  leased  the  right  to  use  a  portion  of  the 
track  of  another  carrier  to  enable  it  to  connect  its  lines  into  a  con- 
tinuous line  is  guilty  of  discrimination  in  refusing  to  furnish  cars  to 
one  coal  operator  on  the  leased  line  while  furnishing  such  service  to 
others,  where  a  provision  in  its  lease  forbidding  the  taking  of  business 
from  any  point  on  the  leased  line,  and  an  injunction  against  such  prac- 
tice, have  been  modified  by  a  later  agreement  giving  it  the  right  to 
accept  freight  or  passengers  from  all  points  on  the  leased  line.  Hock- 
ing Domestic  Coal  Co.  v.  Kanawha  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E, 
660. 

135.  A  railroad  cannot  refuse  to  rebuild  the  burnt  part  of  an  indus- 
trial spur  track  merely  because  the  revehue  from  the  complainant's 
interstate  shipments  to  the  spur  will  be  less  than  if  the  shipments  were 
intrastate.  Com.  ex  rel.  Royster  Guano  Co.  v.  Washington  &  O.  D. 
R.  Co.   (Va.)   P.U.R.1916D,  716. 

136.  A  railroad  company  cannot  be  required  to  install  stock  scales 
in  a  town  as  a  means  of  eliminating  discrimination  in  favor  of  other 
towns  in  which  such  scales  are  maintained,  where  they  ^  are  merely  a 
convenience  to  dealers  and  stock  raisers,  and  have  no  direct  connec- 
tion with  the  business  of  transportation.  McDonald  v.  Pittsburgh,  C. 
C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  801. 

2.  Stoppage  in  transit  to  test  market, 

137.  Where  the  tariffs  of  the  carriers  filed  with  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  specify  the  points  at  whicli  live  stock  may  be  stopped  in 
transit  to  test  the  market,  any  special  contract  enlarging  that  privi- 
lege, which  is  not  specified  in  such  tariflfs,  is  void.  Mollohan  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  A  S.  F.  p.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  537  (S.  C.  97  Kan.  51,  LJI.A.— ,  —, 
154  Pac.  248). 

138.  Before  a  special  privilege  to  stop  cattle  in  transit  to  test  a  mar- 
ket en  route  can  be  granted  by  a  railroad  company,  it  is  necessary  that 
the  tariffs  and  schedules  pertaining  thereto  must  be  filed  with  the  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission,  and  be  open  to  all  shippers  on  equal  terms. 
Mollohan  v.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.  1916C,  637  (S.  C.  97 
Kan.  51,  L.RJ^.— ,  — ,  154  Pac.  248). 

139.  Where  cattle  were  billed  and  shipped  from  Belvidere  to  Peabody 
at  the  regular  rates,  which  had  been  published  and  filed  with  the  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission,  a  special  contract  granting  to  the  shipper  the 
privilege  of  stopping  the  cattle  at  Wichita  to  test  the  market,  and  to 
terminate  the  journey  at  that  point  if  the  market  was  satisfactory, 
and  to  continue  the  transportation  to  original  destination  if  the  market 
was  unsatisfactory,  was  preferential  and  discriminatory,  and  violated 
the  railroad  and  utilities  act.  Mollohan  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916C,  637  (S.  C.  97  Kan.  61,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  154  Pac.  248). 
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d.  By  tteamships, 

140.  A  contract  by  a  steamship  company  for  the  exclusive  transpor- 
tation of  a  particular  newspaper  on  an  early  boat,  for  distribution  from 
the  point  of  destination,  is  an  unreasonable  discrimination  against  a 
riYal  newspaper  which  has  no  other  traffic  facilities  for  early  distribu- 
tion, although  the  contract  may  be  a  private  charter.  Fulton  Co.  t. 
Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916B,  787. 

141.  Unreasonable  discrimination  against  a  newspaper  by  the  exclu- 
sive transportation  of  a  rival  newspaper  on  an  early  boat  is  not  avoided 
by  an  offer  to  supply  another  boat,  where  this  would  lead  to  a  further 
charge  that  one  patron  had  been  furnished  the  faster  boat.  Fulton  Co. 
V.  Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.  (Md.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  787. 

e.  By  telegraph  companies. 

Stock  exchange  as  party  in  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  company  to 
stop  discrimination  in  ticker  service,  see  Parties,  12. 

142.  A  condition  in  contracts  to  telegraph  companies  with  a  stock 
exchange  for  the  purchase  of  stock  quotations  to  be  furnished  to  sub- 
scribers by  means  of  tickers,  that  the  subscriber  must  be  approved  by 
the  exchange  to  prevent  unlawful  or  improper  use  of  quotations,  does 
not  justify  the  companies  in  failing  to  comply  with  a  Commission  order 
to  remove  discrimination  in  not  furnishing  ticker  service  to  an  un- 
approved subscriber  who  does  not  desire  the  quotation  for  wrongful 
use.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Foster  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F,  176  (S.  C. 
—  Mass.  — ,  113  N.  E.  192). 

/.  By  telephone  companies. 

1,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  discrimination  in  service  by  tele- 
phones, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  670. 

143.  A  telephone  company  supplying  long-distance  Aervjce  to  a  locality 
in  which  it  gives  no  local  service  and  in  which  its  lines,  in  connection 
with  the  lines  of  the  company  supplied,  form  a  complete  line  of  com- 
munication between  two  localities,  does  not  violate  the  Ohio  statute 
against  discrimination,  in  refusing  to  make  physical  connection  for 
long-distance  service  with  a  company  in  another  locality,  in  which  the 
long-distance  company  competes  for  local  service,  it  appearing  that  its 
long-distance  lines  in  combination  with  its  local  lines  form  a  complete 
and  continuous  line  of  communication  between  the  localities.  Shafor  v. 
Cincinnati  A  S.  B.  Teleph.  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916A,  801. 

144.  A  telephone  company  will  be  permitted  to  discontinue  free  trans- 
mission over  its  toll  line  of  messages  originating  on  the  exchange  of  a 
second  company  and  destined  to  subscribers  of  a  third  company,  where 
such  service  causes  discrimination  and  is  impracticable  from  a  satisfac- 
tory operating  standpoint,  and  where  any  agreements  which  may  have 
been  made  in  the  past  as  to  such  service  would  not  now  be  binding,  as 
the  ownership  of  the  various  lines  lias  changed  many  times  and  the  con- 
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ditions  are  different.    Ke  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.U.R. 
1916C,  159. 

145.  The  limits  of  town  telephone  service  may  be  changed  from  "3 
miles  from  central  office''  to  "i  mile  from  city  limits/'  to  eliminate  dis- 
crimination in  patrons  receiving  service  at  the  same  rate  without  regard 
to  distance  from  the  exchange,  although  a  city  boimdary  is  ordinarily 
the  limit  of  an  exchange  zone,  it  appearing  that  a  number  of  patrons 
reside  just  outside  the  town  limits.  Re  Hamilton  County  Farmers 
Teleph.  Asso.  (Neb.)  P.UJR.1916C,  151. 

146.  Telephone  subscribers  on  toll  lines  and  switcliing  lines  connect- 
ing exchanges  of  different  companies,  who  obtain  the  use  of  both  ex- 
changes while  paying  only  for  one,  receive  a  service  which  discriminates 
against  subscribers  of  one  company  who  pay  the  same  rate  for  local 
service,  but  must  pay  to  reach  the  other  exchange.  Re  Langdon  Teleph. 
Co.   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1916D,  643. 

2,  A9  to  physical  connection, 

147.  A  telephone  company  should  restore,  or  refrain  from  cutting, 
direct  connection  of  its  rural  lines  with  foreign  exchanges,  although  the 
service  of  other  subscribers  paying  the  same  rate  is  limited  to  one  sys- 
tem, since  discrimination  can  be  avoided  by  charging  a  higher  rate  for 
the  greater  service.    Re  Telephone  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

148.  One  telephone  company  having  indirect  connection  with  another 
by  means  of  a  line  via  a  third  to^vn,  which  line  it  owns  jointly  with  a 
third  company,  has  physical  connection  with  the  second  company  with- 
in the  meaning  of  an  anti-discrimination  statute  (Public  Utilities  act, 
art.  3,  §  44,  1[  2 ) ,  requiring  every  telephone  company  to  accept  messages 
from  every  other  company  with  whose  line  a  physical  connection  has 
been  made.  Galesburg  Union  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Farmington  Teleph.  Co. 
(111.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  460. 

149.  A  mutual  telephone  company  cannot  refuse  physical  connection 
with  a  telephone  company  merely  because  the  latter  is  a  conunercial 
company,  where  the  mutual  company  has  connection  with  another  com- 
mercial company.  Reorganization  Committee  v.  Prairie  City  Farmers' 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  745. 

r.  As  to  rules  governing  payment. 

a.  In  general. 

150.  A  telephone  utility  should  file  and  enforce  rules  for  the  prompt 
collection  of  the  regular  rates,  since  delinquent  payment  by  some,  or 
payment  of  less  than  the  regular  rates,  is  discriminatory.  Re  Lang- 
don Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  643. 

151.  Farmers  are  discriminated  against  by  contracts  providing  that 
their  electric  bills  shall  be  a  lien  on  their  land,  when  no  similar  pro- 
vision exists  as  to  other  consumers.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v. 
San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

152.  The  acceptance  of  payment  for  electric  lighting  in  disregard  of 
or  without  meter  readings  discriminates  against  customers  paying  in 
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Accordance   therewith.     Philipsburg  v.   Montana   Power   Co.    (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  377. 

b.  A8  to  deposits  for  security. 

153.  A  rule  of  a  gas  company  merely  reserving  the  right  \o  require 
a  deposit  from  applicants  permits  discrimination,  and  should  be  amended 
by  setting  forth  under  what  circumstances  a  deposit  will  be  required^ 
and  the  amount.  Swoveland  v.  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R 
1916E,  782. 


c.  As  to  discounts  for  prompt  payment. 

154.  A  utility  will  be  authorized  to  waive  collection  of  the  amount  of 
the  discount  on  a  disputed  bill  not  paid  during  the  discount  period,  it 
appearing  that  the  patron  is  entitled  to  the  discount,  and  that  the 
waiver  is  not  discriminatory.  Re  Southern  Idaho  Water  Power  Co. 
I  Idaho)  P.U.R.1916C,  40. 


d.  As  to  payments  in  advance. 

155.  A  rule  requiring  payment  of  telephone  rental  in  advance  should 
apply  to  all  subscribers.  Re  Riverview  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
442. 

156.  A  rule  providing  that  the  utility  may  require  payment  in  ad- 
vance, or  a  deposit,  or  a  satisfactory  guaranty,  is  unjustly  discrimina- 
tory because  it  permits  the  utility  to  require  an  advance  payment  or 
deposit  from  a  solvent  patron,  and  not  to  require  it  of  another,  and  to 
require  a  different  amount  for  a  deposit  or  guaranty  under  similar 
circumstances.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  W^aterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 


e.  As  to  extension  of  credit, 

157.  An  extension  of  credit  by  an  interstate  carrier,  although  nofc 
provided  for  in  the  published  tariff,  is  unlawful  only  when  credit  is 
given  under  such  circumstances  that  make  it  in  effect  a  discrimina- 
tion within  the  prohibition  of  the  interstate  commerce  act.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Bowman,  P.U.R.1916F,  154  (S.  C.  —  Colo.  — -,  15* 
Pac.  814). 

158.  A  contract  by  an  interstate  carrier  to  transport  for  a  concert 
company  a  considerable  number  of  musicians  from  different  parts  of 
the  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  to  accept  paym^it  therefor  in 
weekly  instalments  of  $500,  which  was  made  at  a  time  when  the  exact 
amount  of  transportation  needed  could  not  be  ascertained,  and  which 
resulted  in  furnishing  transportation  to  the  value  of  $2,000,  does  not 
constitute  unlawful  discrimination  within  the  meaning  of  §  6  of  the 
interstate  commerce  act.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Bowman 
iColo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  154  (S.  C.  —  Colo.  — ,  154  Pac.  814). 
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DISCRIMINATION,  VI.— DISPUTED  BILLS.  151 

VI.  As  to  reparation  of  overcharges. 

Enforcement  of  award  of  reparation  as  compelling  carriers  to  make  a 
discrimination  in  violation  of  Kentucky  constitution,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  22. 

159.  Any  discrimination  in  the  return  to  one  shipper  of  an  illegal 
overcharge,  when  others  do  not  demand  the  refund,  must  be  avoided  by 
making  restitution  to  all.  McAdams  v.  Wells  F.  &  Co.  Exp.  PiU.R. 
1916E,  464   (S.  C.  —  La.  — ,  71  So.  945). 

160.  A  utility  cannot  waive  the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
for  filing  reparation  claim,  since  pleading  the  limitation  against  some 
and  waiving  it  against  others  constitutes  unlawful  discrimination.  Mills 
S.  V.  O.  k  C.  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  734. 

VII.  Action  for  damages  for. 
Fine  for,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  RetI'EN,  61. 

161.  The  right  to  recover  for  unjust  discrimination  due  to  delay  in 
the  delivery  of  a  shipment  to  a  connecting  carrier  is  governed  by  sub- 
division 2  of  article  6670,  Tex.  Rev.  Stat.  1011,  which  declares  that 
a  railroad  company  which  fails  to  transport  and  deliver  without  delay 
freight  destined  to  any  connecting  line  shall  be  guilty  of  unjust  dis- 
crimination, and  not  by  subdivision  1,  which  declares  that  it  shall  be 
unjust  discrimination  for  a  railroad  company  to  subject  any  traffic  to 
unreasonable  delay.  Consumers'  Lignite  Co.  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916B,  284  (S.  C  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  179  S.  W.  306). 

162.  A  rule  of  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission  regulating  the  move- 
ment of  freight  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action  to  ^recover  for 
unjust  discrimination  for  delay  in  delivering  a  shipment  to  a  connect- 
ing carrier,  over  the  objection  that  the  rule  had  no  application  to  the 
issue  of  whether  or  not  the  delay  pleaded  and  proved  constituted  unjust 
discrimination,  where  the  statute  declares  that  every  railroad  com- 
pany which  shall  fail,  under  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Commission,  to  transport  and  deliver  without  delay  freight  destined 
to  any  connecting  line,  shall  be  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  since 
the  statute  contemplates  that  the  Commission  shall  prescribe  rules  upon 
the  subject.  Consumers*  Lignite  Co.  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916B,  284  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  179  S.  W.  306). 

DI8INFECTIOK. 

Charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting  live  stock  cars,  see  Rates,  204. 

DI8MI88AI.. 

Power  of  Missouri  Supreme  Court  to  direct  di<«mi8sal  of  proceed- 
ings upon  reversing  judgment  affirming  Commission  order,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  4. 

Consideration  of  cross-appellant's  assignments  of  error  after  dis- 
missing his  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  25. 

Dispunno  BIIX8. 

Right  to  refuse  service  because  of  nonpayment  of,  see  Payment,  29. 
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152  DISSOLUTION—DIVIDENDS. 

DISSOLimOK. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  dissolution  of  consolidated  cor- 
porations, see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  16« 

DISTANCE. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  freight  rates,  see  Rates,  35. 
As  factor  in  establishing  interurban  railway  fare  zone,  see  Rates, 
166. 

DI8TBIBUTINO  COMPAinr. 

Duty  of  distributing  utility  to  have  difference  between  the  purchase 
price  and  selling  price  of  electrical  power  the  same  for  different 
classes  of  service,  see  Discrimination,  6. 

Jurisdiction  of  Oklahoma  Commission  over  company  supplying  nat- 
ural gas  to  others  for  distribution,  see  PuBiJC  Utilities,  36. 

Consideration  of  price  paid  for  gas  to  parent  holding  company,  in 
,  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Retubn,  71. 

Reasonableness  of  gas  rates  charged  by,  see  Rates,  148* 

DISTBIBUTINO  SYSTEM. 

Apportioning  value  of,  of  natural  gas  company  in  two  states,  see 

Appobtionment,  13. 
Allowance  for  loss  of  natural  gas  in  distributing  lines,  see  Natubal 

Gas,  1. 
Allowance  for  loss  of  commodity  in  distribution  system,  see  Return, 

114-117. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  not  defeated  because  not  assumed  over 

all  similar  concerns,  see  Commissions,  11. 
Construction  of  Anti-Merger  Law,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and 

Sale,  9. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  taxicabs,  see  Public  Utilities,  3. 
Rules  of  procedure  governing  filing  of  rates  and  tariffs,  see  Rates,  3. 
Regulations  as  to  standards  for  electric  railway  service,  see  2Si!:kvic£, 

224. 

DITCHES. 

Power  of  California  Commission  to  compel  irrigation  company  tu 
take  over  private  ditch,  see  Sebvice,  7. 

Valuation  of  mining  ditch  in  proceedings  to  value  irrigation  prop- 
erty, see  Valuation,  253. 

DIVEBTINO  SHIPMENTS. 

Right  of  railroad  to  maJce  additional  charge  for  diverting  or  recon- 
signing  shipments,  see  Raiss,  186. 

Dividends. 

Generally,  see  Retubn. 

Power  of  Minnesota  Commission  to  eompel  dedar&tion.  of,  see  Cox- 
missions,  41. 
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DIVISION  OF  COSTS  AKD  EARNINGS— DRAINS.  163 

Failure,  while  paying  dividends,  to  provide  for  depreciation  of  street 
railway  property,  as  mismanagement,  see  Depreciation,  16. 

Utility  stocklioIderB  not  entitled  to,  until  a  proper  depreciation 
reserve  is  s«t  up,  see  Depreciation,  90. 

Depreciation  funds  invested  in  plant  to  share  in  profits  as  stock- 
holder, see  Depbeciation,  94. 

Issuance  of  stock  as  a  dividend,  see  Sbcurity  Issues,  24>26. 

Inability  of  over-capitalized  utility  to  pay  dividends  as  ground  for 
increasing  rate,  see  Return,  148. 

Ckmsideration  of  unpaid  dividends  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  23. 

Consideration  of  sacrifices  in  dividends  made  by  stockholders,  SfH* 
Valuation,  305. 

Working  capital  as  not  to  include,  see  Valuation,  347. 

DIVISION  OF  COSTS  AND  EARNINGS. 

See  Apportionment. 

DOCKS. 

See  also  Wharves. 

Jurisdiction  of  Washington  Commission  to  regulate  rates  of  docks 

or  wharves  used  for  docking  passenger  launches,  see  Public 

Utilities,  34. 

DOMESTIC  CONSUMERS. 

See  Consumers  and  Patrons. 

DOMESTIC  USE. 

Preference  by  natural  gas  company  of  domestic  over  industrial  use 

as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  133. 
Water  rate  prohibiting  use  sufficient  for,  see  Rates,  254. 
Pure  water  to  be  furnished  for,  see  Service,  277-281. 

DONATED  PROPERTY. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  furnish  adequate  service  irrespective  of  agree- 
ment to  do  so  in  return  for  public  aid,  see  Service,  4. 

Consideration  of  contract  obligations  o£  predecessor  and  its  patrons 
in  relation  to  donations  of  cash  and  property  in  passing  upon 
question  whether  abandoned  railroad  line  should  be  recon- 
structed, see  Service,  48. 

Consideration  of  donated  services  in  valuaiion,  see  Valuation,  23 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  294,  302-306. 

DOORS. 

Right  to  require  a  street  railway  to  designate  rear  door  of  car  for 
entrance  and  front  door  for  exit,  see  Service,  227. 

DRAINS. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  maintain  highway  bridge  over  a  natural  drain, 
see  Bridges,  3. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  ApnrNDix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  953. 
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154  DRAWING  ROOM  CARS— EARNING   POWER. 

DRAWING  BOOM  CARS. 

Right  of  railroad  to  charge  more  than  one  transportation  fare  in 
addition  to  regular  drawing  room  fare  for  exclusive  occupancy 
by  one  person,  see  Rates,  168.  «  v 

DRAT8. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depkbciatioic,  88. 

DROUGHT. 

Valuation  of  pumping  equipment  used  in  periods  of,  see  VALUATioir, 
267. 

DtJE  PROCESS. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  5-20. 

DUPLICATION  COST. 

See  Reproduction  Cost. 

DUPLICATIOK  OF  FACILITIES. 

See  generally,  Monopoly  and  Competition. 

Of  railroad  system  considered  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  32. 

Allowance  for  duplications  of  systems  by  consolidation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 275-279. 

Allowance  for  duplicated  aerial  and  underground  leads  of  telephone 
system  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valuation,  249. 

Allowance  for  investment  by  railroad  in  parallel  lines,  eee  Valua- 
tion, 244. 

DUTIES. 

Of  Commissions,  see  Commissions,  8-44. 

DTKAMOS. 

Exclusion  of  dynamos  for  electric  light  from  participation  in  in- 
dustrial power  rates  as  discriminatory,  see  Discrimination,  80. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  motors  driving  dynamo 
generating  current  used  for  light,  see  Rates,  119. 

EARLY  LOSSES. 

Consideration  of  losses  in  fixing  going  value,  see  Valuation,  385- 
445. 

EARKIK O  POWEB. 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  5  cent  street  railway  fare  so  as  to 
entitle  earning  power  to  consideration  in  valuation,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3. 

Comparison  of  number  of  consumers  per  unit  of  population  in  esti- 
mating earning  capacity  of  an  electric  plant,  see  Return,  165. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  28,  30,  31,  33-35. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


EARNINGS— EFFICIENCY.  155 

EABNINOB. 

See  also  Retubn. 

Apportionment  of,  see  Appobtionicent,  21,  24,  35,  64,  98. 

Division  of  joint  railroad  rates,  see  Appobtionhent,  9&-106. 

Comparison  of  rates  of  plants  having  same  income,  see  Rates,  43. 

Increase  in  fare  on  belt  line  trains  not  allowed  without  showing  as 
to  earnings  of  other  trains  using  same  tracks,  see  Rates,  166 

Inability  to  obtain  additional  net  income  through-  efficiency  as  affect- 
ing proposed  increase  in  rates,  see  Return,  140. 

, Element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  security  issuer  for  con- 
struction of  monorail  railroad,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  71. 

Capitalization  of  earnings  as  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  57- 
60. 

Consideration  of  overhead  expenses  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see 
Valuation,  137. 

Allowance  of  working  capital  to  avoid  borrowing  or  anticipating 
revenues,  see  Valuation,  342. 

Valuation  of  property  used  only  for  revenue,  see  Valuation,  280, 
281. 

Valuation  of  property  paid  for  out  of,  see  Valuation,  310,  314. 

Daily  collection  by  street  railway  as  affecting  allowance  for  working 
capital,  see  Valuation,  340. 

Considered  in  valuation  of  water  power,  see  Valuation,  484. 

£A8EMENT8. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  459,  463. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  954. 

SCOKOMT. 

Consideration  of  economies  in  operation  in  passing  upon  merger  of 
utilities,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  37. 

Economy  in  street  railway  operation,  see  Retubn,  46-53. 

Consideration  of  efficiency  of  operation  and  of  economy  in  manage- 
ment in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  160-162. 

Consideration  of  economical  arrangement  of  plant  in  valuation,  9ee 
Valuation,  33. 

XDUCSATIONAI.  INSTITUTIONS. 

See  Schools. 

EFFICIENCT* 

Consideration  of  maintenance  of  high  level  of  efficiency  in  ascertain- 
ing accrued  depreciation,  see  Depbboiation,  18. 

In  management  and  operation  affecting  increase  in  'rates,  see  Re- 
tubn, 140. 

Consideration  of  efficiency  of  operation  and  of  economy  in  manage- 
ment in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  160-162. 

Consideration  of  efficiency  of  management  in  passing  upon  reason- 
ableness of  return,  see  Return,  229. 
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166  ELECTION— ELECTRICITY. 

Consideration  of  high  efficiency  of  property  in  valuation,  we  Valu* 
ATION,  108-113. 

Consideration  of  skill  and  judgment  in  construction,  in  fixing  over- 
head expenses,  see  Valuation,  143. 

Right  to  value  inefficient  equipment  at  scrap  value,  see  Valuation, 
247. 

Of  working  organization  considered  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
397. 

Loss  from  inefficient  management  as  cost  of  developing  business, 
see  Valuation,  411.  • 

EIXCTIOK. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  municipal  ownership  election,  see  Ap- 

pobtionment,  1. 
As  to  grant  of  franchise,  see  Franchises,  7-11. 
Municipal   ownership   election   expenses   as  operating   charge,   see 

RiTTTBN,  81. 

Power  of  court  to  order  city  to  hold  bond  election,  see  Specific 
Pebtobmance,  1. 

ELECTRIC  CABS. 

One-man  s^vice  on,  see  Service,  233,  234. 

ELECTRICITY. 

Indiana  uniform  classification  of  accounts  for,  see  Accounting,  1. 

Method  of  accounting  for  discarded  equipment  of  electric  utility, 
see  AocouNTiNO,  2. 

Apportionment  in  case  of  electric  utility,  see  Apportionment,  3-7, 
62,  66,  68-73,  77-80,  86. 

Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  establishment  of  municipal 
electric  light  plant  for  municipal  use,  see  Certificate  of  Pub- 
Convenience  AND  Necessity,  1. 

Consolidation  and  merger  of  electrical  utilities,  see  Consolidation, 
Merger,  and  Sale. 

Granting  franchise  for  transmission  line  over  highways  and  private 
land  as  taking  property  for  public  use  without  just  compensa- 
tion, see  Constitutional  Law,  10. 

Validity  of  statute  regulating  transmission  into  state  of  electricity 
tor  sale  to  public  while  not  regulating  transmission  by  mining 
company  for  own  use,  see  Constitutional  Law,  23. 

Refusal  of  certificate  of  convenience  to  corporation  having  reoeived, 
prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Service  Law,  a  franchise  to  furnish 
electricity  in  occupied  territory  as  contravening  constitutional 
rights;  see  Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  consumer  to  indemnify  utility  for 
liability  for  injuries  from  high  tension  transmission  line  upon 
consumer's  land,  see  Daii ages,  1. 

Depreciation  of  electric  plant,  see  Depreciation  generally  and  par- 
ticularly, 39-54. 
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ELECTRICITY.  157 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see-  Disceimination,  generally  ~and  par- 
ticularly, 67-82,  132. 

Bequiring  farmers  to  sign  contract  providing  that  bills  shall  be 
a  lien  on  land  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimikation,  151. 

Statutory  right  to  grant  electric  franchises,  see  Franchises,  3,  4. 

Reservation  of  right  to  revoke  franchise  unless  line  is  built  within 
a  year,  see  Fsanchisks,  14* 

Idaho  statute  restricting  competition  not  applicable  to  interstate 
transmission  of,  see  Inhsbstate  Commebce,  13. 

Policy  of  Vermont  Commission  as  to  monopoly  in  distribution  for 
power  of  electricity  from  water  power,  see  Monopolt  and  Com- 
prarrioN,  2. 

Fact  that  proposed  utility  will  generate  electricity  by  water  as 
ground  for  permitting  operation  in  territory  adequately  served 
by  steam  generated  current,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition 
52. 

Invasion  by  electric  company  of  territory  inadequately  served  by 
acetylene  gas  company,  see  Monopoly  and  CoirPEXinoN,  63. 
54. 

Computing  compensation  for  municipal  acquisition  of  an  electric 
plant,  see  Municipal  Plant,  3-7. 

Payment  for  service,  see  Payment. 

Removal  of  high  voltage  electric  system  erected  in  close  proximity 
to  telegraph,  see  Poles,  1. 

Company  delivering  current  in  foreign  state  to  domestic  mining 
companies  as  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  6. 

Sale  of  surplus  electric  power  of  street  railway  company  under  con- 
tract to  individuals  as  public  business,  see  Public  Utilities, 
38. 

Sale  of  electricity  by  mining  company  as  constituting  public  service, 
see  Public  Utilities,  39. 

Combination  of  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to  secure  re- 
duced rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  specifically,  108-142. 

Reparation  of  excessive  charges  for,  see  Reparation. 

Return  for  electric  utility,  see  generally  Return,  and  particularly, 
169-186. 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  Return,  35-121. 

Allowance  for  loss  of  electricity  in  estimating  operating  expenses, 
see  RuruRN,  115. 

Cost  of  coal  to  keep  up  steam  as  precaution  against  failure  of  water 
power  as  chargeable  to  water  power  and  not  to  steam  produc- 
tion, see  Return,  64. 

Security  issues  by  electrical  utility,  see  Security  Issxtes. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  funds  collected  by  prospective  con- 
sumers for  poles,  see  Service,  8. 

Service  by  electric  company,  see  Service,  generally  and  particuli^rly, 
143-157. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  require  electric  consumers  to  re- 
pair service  lines  connecting  with  transmission  line,  see  Service, 
37. 
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158  ELECTRICITY. 

Extension  of  service  by  electric  company,  see  Service,  67,  79,  82,  85, 
93. 

Reasonableness  of  order  requiring  extension  of  gas  service  as  depend- 
ent upon  availability  of  electricity,  see  Sebvice,  80. 

Discontinuance  of  service  by  electric  company,  see  Sebvice,  102,  108, 
109. 

Effect  of  misappropriation  of,  by  consumer,  see  Sebvice,  108. 

Reconnection  fee  where  electric  and  gas  service  have  both  been  cut 
off  for  misappropriation  of  electricity,  see  Sebvice,  109. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  consumers  to  make  written  con- 
tract and  application  for  service,  see  Sebvice,  110-114. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Sesvice^  11&-142. 

Right  of  electric  utility  to  enforce  reasonable  rules  as  to  safety  of 
consumer's  equipment,  see  Service,  151,  152. 

Municipal  water  plant  to  make  improvements  essential  to  health, 
although  cost  will  prevent  proposed  acquisition  of  electrical 
plant,  see  Service,  276. 

"Municipal  authorities"  within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  re- 
quiring consent  of,  to  erect  electric  poles  and  wires  in  public 
streets,  see  Towns,  1. 

Valuation  of  property  of  electric  company,  see  Valuation. 

Consideration  of  horse  railway  property  made  useless  of  electrifica- 
tion, see  Valuation,  274,  279 

Abstract  of  ca&es  relating  to  electric  companies  generally,  AppEPn)ix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  954. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  electric  rates.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  994. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  electric  service.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1052. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  apportionment  by  electric  company, 
Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  909. 

1.  An  application  for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to 
build  and  operate  an  electric  system  in  a  town  may  be  held  in  abey- 
ance for  a  reasonable  time  to  permit  an  existing  company  to  build  a 
transmission  line,  although  the  town  is  without  service,  where  it  is 
doubtful  whether  applicant  can  furnish  satisfactory  service  and  the 
existing  company  is  getting  its  financial  affairs  in  shape  to  perform  its 
promises  to  serve  the  territory.    Re  Hall  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  480. 

2.  Public  convenience  and  necessity  were  held  to  require  the  exer- 
cise of  an  electric  lighting,  heat,  and  power  franchise  by  a  company 
which  is  furnishing  extended  and  improved  service  and  free  mimicipal 
lights,  and  whose  prior  franchise  is  about  to  expire.  Re  Silver  Creek 
Electric  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  386. 

3.  An  electric  utility  that  buys  its  current  for  distribution  may  be 
authorized  to  acquire  a  right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  a  trans- 
mission line  wholly  within  the  territory  M  is  serving,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  an  additional  supply,  under  the  provisions  of  §  128,  chap- 
ter 742.  Mass.  Laws  1914.  Re  Miliford  Eloctric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Maas. 
Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1097. 
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4.  Upon  autborixing  the  construction  and  equipment  of  an  uncom- 
pleted electric  plant,  it  was  ordered  that  the  work  be  done  under  the 
approval  of  the  engineering  department  of  the  Conunission,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  no  unneceesary  change  after  the  work  is  completed. 
Re  Giguere  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  30. 

5.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  is  not  precluded  from  authorizing 
a  water-power  company  which  is  generating  a  portion  of  its  power  from 
steam  and  purchasing  current  from  others,  contrary  to  its  charter 
limitations,  to  construct  an  electric  transmission  line  over  a  railway, 
merely  because  the  crossing  may  be  used  in  further  violation  of  its 
charter,  where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  crossing  is  sought  for  other 
than  legitimate  water-power  business  or  that  it  will  be  used  unlaw- 
fully.    Re  Pittsburgh,  H.  B.  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  558. 

6.  The  Vermont  Commission  will  not  certify  that  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  an  electiric  service  corporation  is  for  the  good  of  the 
state,  as  provided  in  No.  153  of  the  Acts  of  1915,  unless  some  territorial 
limitation  is  placed  upon  its  field  of  operation.  Re  Central  Power 
Corp.   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916B,  681. 

ELECTRIC  RAILWAY. 

See  also  Inteeurdan  Railways;  Street  Railways. 

Electric  railways  exempted  from  operation  of  California  statute 
prohibiting  trainmen  from  receiving  or  delivering  train  orders 
by  telephone  or  telegraph  by  order  of  Commission,  see  Service, 
179. 

ZXEVATOR8. 

jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  rates  charged  by  real 
estate  company  operating  passenger  elevator  for  accommodation 
of  purchasers  of  land,  see  Public  Utilities,  4. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  duties  of  railroad  to  furnish  stor- 
age facilities  for  grain,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  830. 

XUMIHATIOK. 

Of  grade  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  16-19. 

EMERGENCIES. 

Valuation  of  property  used  in,  see  Valuation,  265-268. 

SMERGENCT  PLANT. 

See  Stakdby  Ser:vic«. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

Good  faith  of  New  York  Commission  in  taking  of  property  under 
Rapid  Transit  Act,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  16. 

Lack  of  power  of  utility  to  exercise,  as  objection  to  grant  of  certifi- 
cate of  public  good,  see  Certificate  of  CoNVdOBNCE  ajxd 
Neoessity,  12. 

Ordinance  regulating  operation  of  jitneys  as  taking  property  for 
public  use  without  compensation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  9. 
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Granting  franchise  for  transmission  line  over  highways  and  private 
land  ajB  taking  property  for  public  use  without  compensation, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  10. 

Requiring  physical  connection  of  telephones  as  exercise  of  power  ol 
eminent  domain  without  compensation,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  16-18. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  award  reparation  as  taking  prop- 
erty without  compensation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  11. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  to  allow  highway  to  cross  in- 
terurban  railway  aB  involving  right  to  condemn  right  of  way, 
see  Cbossinos,  2. 

Acquisition  of  utility  by  municipality,  see  Municipal  Plant,  3-7. 

Necessity  that  corporation  have  right  of  eminent  domain  to  con- 
stitute it  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilitubs,  13,  20. 

Consideration  of  indebtedness  for  development  work  in  fixing  repro- 
duction cost  less  depreciation  for  municipal  acquisition,  see 
Valuation,  90. 

Valuation  of  sewer  system  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation, 
90,  97. 

Valuation  of  utility  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  114, 
116. 

Use  of  condemnation  valuation  in  fixing  rates,  see  Valuation,  119. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expenses  in  valuation,  for  municipal  pur- 
chase, see  Valuation,  138,  158. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  955. 

1.  Tiie  provision  of  a  gas  franchise  giving  a  town  the  option  to 
purchase  at  a  price  to  be  determined  by  arbitrators  does  not  prevent 
acquisition  by  eminent  domain,  since  the  provision  is  not  a  contract, 
and,  assuming  that  it  were,  it  would  make  no  dilTerenee  since  a  town 
cannot  grant  away  its  right  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 
Ke  Palo  Alto  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  605. 

2.  Under  the  New  York  rapid  transit  act,  a  property  owner  has 
the  right  to  appear  and  be  heard  in  proceedings  to  acquire  his  prop- 
erty for  rapid  transit  purposes,  although  such  right  is  not  expressly 
given  by  the  statute.  Re  Public  Service  Commission,  First  Dist. 
P.U.R.1916C,  547   (S.  C.  217  X.  Y.  61,  111  N.  E.  658). 

3.  Under  a  statute  providing  a  remedy  by  petition  to  the  Public 
Service  Commission  in  case  a  utility  is  unable  to  obtain  necessary 
land  for  its  plant  from  the  owner  by  agreement,  the  filing  of  the 
petition,  without  evidence  of  negotiation  or  of  attempt  to  negotiate 
with  the  owner,  is  .sufficieht  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute of  the  inability  of  the  parties  to  agree,  since  that  shows  the 
petitioner's  election  not  to  agree.  Re  Nashua  &  L.  R.  Corp.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  1029, 

EMPLOYEES. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carriebs,  1. 
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Grant  of  free  water  to  secretary  for  services  as  unlawful  jdiaCTtniilia- 

tioi^  see  Bisgkiicikation,  44. 
Policy  of  California  Commission  as  to  wholly  exempting  a  railroad 

company  from  operation  of  statute  forbidding  employe€8  Ixom. 

receiving  or  tranamittiiyg  train  orders  by  telephone  or  telegraph, 

see  Service,  42. 
Of  a  single  factory  as  justifying  extension  of  street  railway  service, 

see  Service,  55. 
Electric  railway  exempted  from  operation  of  California  statute  pro- 

hibUIng  employees  from  reoeiving  or  delivering  train  orders  by 

telephone  or  telegraph  by  order  of  Commission,  see  Service, 

179. 
Station  caretaker  as  employee  witibin  Federal  Hours  of  Service  act, 

see  SbsRviCE,  192. 

EWnOTBBi  RBIXBF  AISOOIATIOK. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  DiscrIminatiox, 
30,  31. 

EHCUMBRAKCE. 

Applicability  of  statute,  prohibiting  sale  or  encumbrance  of  utility 
property  to  transfer  in  favor  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the , 
state,  see  Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Sale>  4. 

ENOIHEERIHO  EXPENSES. 

Deduction  for  depreciation  to  be  made  from  reproduction  cost  of  * 

engineering  in  a  railroad  rate  valuation,  see  Dbpbeciation,  10. 
Issuance  of  seciurities  to  pay  for  engineering  expenses,  see  Securitt 

Imun,  30-<31,  64. 
AUowaaoe  lor  engineering  in  estimating  overhead  expenses,   <iec 

Valuation,  127,  129,  184,  144,  14§,  186. 
Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  engineering, 

see  Valuation,  185-209. 

EHOUIEEBS. 

Weight  to  be  given  to  conflicting  estimates  of  engineers  in  vabiatinn 

proceedings,  see  Evidence,  29. 
Allowance  for  expenditures  for  employment  of  engineers  to  defend 

proceedings  before  Commissions,  see  Return,  78-80. 
Salary  of,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Return,  93. 

EKOnfB  POTENTIAXiITT. 

As  basis  for  apportioning  expenses  of  passenger  traffic  of  steam  rail- 
road, see  Appobtionicent,  26. 

ENOIHE8. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  1. 

Illinois  Headlights  Law  not  superseded  by  Federal   statute,  see 

Interstate  Commerce,  8. 
Proof  of  violation  of  Headlights  Law,  see  Railroads,  1.  * 

evquie  toh  uxle. 

As  basis  for  apportioning  use  of  railroiad  road  bed  for  freight^  sea 
Afpobtionxent,  26. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 11. 
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EJITIBBTT. 

Valuation  of  utility's  property  as  a  whole,  see  VAt.t7ATlDN,  24-20. 

EMTBAKCB. 

Rig^t  to  require  street  railway  to  designate  rear  door  of  car  for 
entrance,  see  Smvici;  227. 

EKTRY  OF  JUDGMENT. 

Right  to  require  agreement  to  entry  of  judgment  wfth  waiver  of 
exemption  for  sum  due  for  serviee,  see  PaticSnt,  3^. 

EQUAI.  PROTECTION. 

See  CoNSTiTDTiowAL  Law,  6-20. 

Higher  license  fees  for  jitneys  than  for  taxicabs  and  other  rent  cars 

as  violation  of  constitaitl^iwkl  guaranty  pt  equal  r%tiiif  oaeCoff- 

STrrunoNAL  Law,  26. 

EQUIPMENT. 

See  Construction  and  Equipment. 

EQUIPMENT  TRUST  CERTIFICATES. 

Issuance  of,  see  Seoubitt  Issues,  15. 

EQUITY^ 

En£oreeabUi<7  of  railroad  contract  for  lower  round  trip  fare  to  club 
members  to  a  club  house,  see  Constitutional  Law,  46. 

Application  to  Commission  and  not  suit  in  equity  aa  remedy  for 
party  aggrieved  at  railroad  for  change  of  highway  to  eliminate 
grade  crossing,  see  Cbobsinqs,  1. 

ERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Review. 

ERROR  or  JUDGMENT. 

Increase  in  fares  to  prevent  operation  at  loss  although  system  buDt 
under,  see  Ketubn,  143. 

ESTIMATES. 

Consideration  of  estimates  by  experts  as  to  cost  of  hauling  com- 
modities, see  RsruBN,  41,  42. 

ESTOPPEL. 

From  claiming  insufficient  revenue  to  improve  service  by  representa- 
tion in  a  proceeding  to  admit  competition  that  all  demands 
for  service  could  readily  be  supplied,  see  Sebvice,  143. 

Abstract  6f  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  Appendix,  P.U.R;1916F, 
p.  956. 

1.  A  telephone  company  is  not  estopped  from  ksserting  ft  -st^rftutdry 
right  to  Tiw  city  streets,  or  frotti  denying  the  power  of  the  eity  to-  re- 
quire it  to  obtain  a  city  franchise,  by  the  fact  that  fts  predecessor  ac- 
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cepted  an  ordinance  granting  a  city  franchise  and  specifying  the  con- 
ditions under  which  the  streets  should  be  used,  it  appearing  that  the  city 
was  without  power  to  grant  such  franchises.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Keokuk,  P.U.R.1916B,  141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82). 

EVIDIBHCE. 

t.  PresumptionM  and  burden  of  proof,  I^IO, 
a.  In  general,  1—17. 
h.  As  to  reaeonahlenew  of  orders  of  Commission,  7— P. 

c.  As  to  necessity  for  increase  in  rates,  lO^ia. 

d.  As  to  reasonadteness  of  existing  rates,  14^1 6» 
II.  Judicial  notice,  17,  IS. 

Ill,  Best  and  secondary,  19. 

IT.  Weight  afid  sufficiency,  20^29. 

Validity  of  statute  limiting  evidence  in  court  proceeding  to  that  heard 
before  the  Commission,  see  Coi^stitutional  Law,  19,  20. 

Of  cost  of  obtaining  franchise,  see  Fbanchises,  451. 

Right  to  vary  day  named  in  statute  as  holiday  by  evidence  of  custom 
that  some  other  day  was  observed,  see  Sebvice,  3. 

Consideration  of  argument  before  legislative  committee  in  interpreting 
unambiguous  statute,  see  Stapcttes,  2. 

Effect  of  admission  of  incompetent  evidence,  see  Tbial. 

Admissibility  of  Commission  rule  regulating  movement  of  freight  in 
action  for  unjust  discrimination  for  delay  in  delivering  shipment 
to  connecting  carrier,  see  Discbihination,  161,  162. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  956. 

J.  Presum/ptions  and  hurden  of  proof. 

a.  In  general. 

To  show  inability  to  perform  contract  to  furnish  str^t  railway  service 
as  condition  to  discontinuing  service,  sec  Service,  98. 

That  Commission  is  expert  body  having  history  of  utility  as  not  affecting 
burden  to  prove  intangible  value,  see  VAiiVAXioir,  .3. 

To  prove  going  value,  see  Valuation,  421. 

See  also  infra,  21. 

L  The  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  a  canal  to 
maintaitt  that  portion  of  a  river  highway  bridge  which >  spans  it  Ib  upon 
the  owner  of  thebri^e  who  seeks  to  establish  such  obligation.  Mid^ 
dleseK  County  v.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  968. 

2.  A  rate  schedule  of  a  water  company  accepted  for  filing  by  the 
Commission's  bureau  of  rates  and  tariffs  may  be  deemed  to  be  in  the 
form  required  by  the  Public  Service  Company  law.  Thayer  v.  Beaver 
Valley  Watec  Ca  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

3.  A  5-cent  street  railway  fare  in  a  large  city,  with  universal 
transfer,  will  be  presumed  to  be  reasonable  so  as  to  entitle  the  ''earn- 
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ing  power  at  reasonable  rates"  to  consideration  in  a  reorganization 
valuation.    Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  593). 

4.  A  complainant  does  not  sustain  the  burden  of  proving  that  exist- 
ing charges  are  unreasonable  as  still  required  in  New  York  in  a  tele- 
phone-rate inquiry  b^  testimony  of  a  witness  of  limited  experience  as  to 
low  unit  costs  and  by  evidence  of  low  tax  reports  made  by  the  utility, 
where  the  company  offers  evidence  of  careful  appraisal  of  its  property, 
checked  by  Commission  engineers,  and  shows  that  its  revenues  fall  far 
short  of  yielding  a  fair  return  on  the  lowest  value  of  its  property  per- 
mitted by  the  evidence.  Board  of  Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(N.  V.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

5.  The  burden  of  proving  that  the  proposed  requirement  of  two  pas- 
senger trains  a  day  on  a  branch  line  is  unreasonable  is  on  the  carrier 
in  Iowa,  since  the  statutory  presumption  is  that  failure  to  furnish  such 
service  is  unreasonable.  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa) 
P.U.R.1916A,  289. 

6.  In  a  proceeding  before  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  com- 
pel a  railroad  company  to  continue,  on  a  portion  of  its  road,  an  inter- 
urban  service,  which  it  has  voluntarily  established  and  maintained  for 
many  years,  during  which  the  personal  and  business  relations  of  the 
people  of  the  communities  served,  relying  on  the  contintuince  of  such 
service,  have  become  adjusted  thereto,  the  burden  of  showing  a  state 
of  facts  which  justify  the  discontinuance  of  the  service  is  on  the  com- 
pany. Hocking  Valley  R.  Co;  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  —  L.R.A.  — ,  — •,  110  X.  E.  521). 

b.  As  to  reasonableness  of  orders  of  CouMuission^ 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  Commission  order  regulating  train 

service,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  18. 
On  appellant  to  show  error  in  Commission  order,  see  Appeal  and  Rb- 

VIEW,  26. 
Of  unreasonableness  of  requirement  for  two  passenger  train  service  on 

branch  line  not  met  where  carrier  fails  to  show  total  net  earnings, 

see  Service,  204. 

7.  A  rate  established  by  the  Commission  is  presumed  to  be  rca^ 
sonable  until  the  contrary  is  shown  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Gar- 
wood y.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916Aj  911  (Colo.  Dist.  Ct.  Div.  2) 
913. 

8.  Evidence  examined,  and  held,  that  the  prima  facie  presumption 
attending  the  order  of  the  Commission  fixing  the  minimum  charge  for 
ginning  cotton  at  C.  at  50  cents  per  hundred  for  lint  cottoii,  with 
maximum  charge  of  $2.50  a  bale,  and  fixing  the  charge  of  bagging  and 
ties  at  approximately  $1  per  bale,  has  not  been  overoome.  Oklahoma 
Gin  Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  22  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  —  Pac.  — ). 

9.  Under  §  1797m70,  Wis.  Stat.  1913,  one  seeking  to  have  an  order 
of  the  Commission  declared  void  has  the  burden  of  showing  by  clear 
and  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  is  unreasonable  or  unlawful.  Wui- 
consin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  212  (S.  C.  — 
Wis.  — ,  L.R.A.1916E,  748,  156  N.  W.  614). 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


EVIDENCE,  I.  e-III.  1C5 

€.  As  to  necessity  far  increase  in  rates, 

10.  A  carrier  has  the  burden  of  showing  jiutification  for  proposed 
inereaaee  in  frei|^t  ratee.     Re  Ratee  on  Wall  Board    (Ohio)    P.U.K. 

.1916E,  100. 

11.  Negleet  of  railroad  oompaaies  te  appear  before  the  Ckunaisaion 
to  jQaiily  proposed  increases  in  rates  requires  the  Oommission  to  cancel 
the  proposed  rates,  since  the  statute  places  the  burden  of  proof  on 
the  earri«r&    Be  Rates  on  WaU  Board  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1016E,  100. 

12.  No  presumption  as  to  any  question  of  fact,  such  as  operating 
eflcieney,  or  hoaesty  and  prudence  in  investing  the  capital  upon  which 
the  utility  seeks  a  return,  exists  in  a  proceeding  to  aaoertain  the  rea- 
sonahkness  of  a  proposed  increase  in  rates.  Bay  State  Rate  Case 
(Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.RaoiOF,  221. 

13.  Upon  a  proposed  discMitinuanee  of  the  sale  of  reduced  rate  school 
tiekets  to  pupils  ol  privato  buainess  achof^  <q>erated  for  profit,  the 
burden  is  upon  the  utility  of  proving  the  necessity  and  reasonafaieness 
of  the  resulting  increase  in  fares,  and  the  reasonableness  of  the  ranoval 
of  such  pupils  from  the  class  receiving  reduced  rates.  Re  Public  Serv- 
ice R.  Ck>.  (N.  J.)  P.UJR.1916A,  437. 

d.  As  to  reasonableness  of  eociMtlnff  rates* 

14.  The  burden  is  upon  a  consumer  to  show  the  unreasonaltlenessi  of 
a  wator  rate  in  effect  before  the  creation  of  the  Commission.  New  Castle 
Bar  Co.  v.  New  Castle  Water  Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  106. 

15.  The  fact  that  a  rate  has  been  in  effect  for  a  number  of  years 
is  not  necessarily  prima  fkicie  evidence  of  its  reasonableness.  Holbrook 
v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1002. 

10.  The  presumption  of  reasonableness  from  the  voluntary  long  con- 
tinuance of  rates  cannot  prevail  against  proof  of  insuffieient  income. 
Re  Hewitt  (Com.)  P.U.R.1910D,  764. 

II.  Judicial  notice. 

17.  The  business  of  selling  surplus  power  by  a  traction  company 
has  not  been  so  notoriously  beset  by  abuses  that  the  Washington  courts 
will  take  judicial  notice  of  it  as  having  an  outlaw  character.  State 
ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916D,  469  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  -^,  154  Pac.  1110). 

18.  Judicial  notice  of  the  general  increased  cost  of  all  railroad  opera- 
tions will  not  be  used  to  sanction  an  increase  in  passenger  fares,  where 
there  ia  no  knowledge  of  any  specific  increase  which  the  railroad  must 
bear.    Re  Passenger  Fares  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1910E,  719. 

ill.  Best  and  secondary. 

19.  Evidence  of  the  original  cost  of  a  sewer  system,  in  so  far  as  cov- 
ered by  a  construction  contract,  as  well  as  a  copy  of  the  contract,  is  ad- 
missible in  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  present  value  for  municipal  acqui- 
sition where  the  utility,  when  called  upon  for  the  original  contract, 
only  produces  an  agreement  which  throws  no  light  upon  the  subject. 
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Hanover  v.  HanoTer  Sewer  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  122  (S.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  Oe 
AtL  132). 

IV,  Weight  and  aufficieney. 

Of  violation  of  Headlights  Law,  see  Railboads,  1. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  enable  Conunistion  to  prescribe  intrastate  rates 
for  railroad  without  apportioning  vahie  of  property  need,  ttie 
Rates,  39. 

Fact  tiiat  express  rate  on  certain  oomniodity  b«ars  close  relation  fo 
freight  rate  as  evidence  that  repress  rate  is  too  low,  see  Ratbs,  144 

SuflSciency  of  evidence  to  establish  prima  faoie  showing  of  damage  by 
payment  of  excessive  rate,  see  Rbpabation,  7. 

Evidence  necessary  to  satisfy  bngde«--ef  proving  nsoesslty  ^  proposed 
increase  in  rates,  see  Retobn,  140. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  overcome  presumption  of  necessity  for  con- 
tinuance of  sleeping  car  service  M*ising  from  long  continued  opera- 
tion, see  Sebvice,  207. 

Weight  to  be  given  to  estimates  made  by  experts,  see  Valuation,  18. 

Tax  valuation  as  evidence  of  value  for  ratemaking,  see  Valuation,  27, 
20,  33,  34,  66-68. 

Consideration  of  opinion  evidence  by  engineers  as  to  overhead  expenses, 
see  Valuation,  136. 

Consideration  expressed  in  railroad  right  of  way  deeds  as  prima  facie 
evidence  of  cost,  see  Valuation,  322. 

Opinion  evidence  of  value  of  land,  see  Valuation,  325-327. 

Ascertainment  of  rainfall  by  use  of  records  of  neighboring  stream,  see 
Valuation,  469. 

20.  The  Commission  is  not  bound  by  the  admissions  of  counael  volun- 
tarily assisting  it  in  investigating  a  ^oposed  rate  inereaaa  Rs  United 
TracUon  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  249. 

21.  The  mere  fact  that  the  Commission  has  established  a  new  and 
higher  rate  is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  the  old  rate  was  too  low, 
nor  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption  that  the  rate  was  correct 
when  made.  Garwood  v.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Dist.  Ct.  Div.  2) 
P.U.R.1916A,  911. 

22.  The  mere  fact  that  the  rate  collected  by  a  railroad  upon  a  ship- 
ment between  interstate  points  was  in  excess  of  the  joint  freight  rate 
certified  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  be  the  rate  between 
such  points  over  a  particular  route  is  not  evidence  Of  an  overcharge 
upon  a  shipment  moving  between  the  same  points  over  a  different  route, 
even  if  the  publication  of  such  rates  had  been  proved.'  Blalock  Hardware 
Co.  V.  Seaboard  Air  Linie  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1051  (8.  C.  —  N.  C.  — ,  S6 
S.  E.  1051). 

23.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  rates  prescribed  by  a  rail- 
road company's  tariff  are  reasonable  or  unreasonable  in  themselves,  the 
evidence  in  a  rate  proceeding  cannot  be  said  to  be  insufficient  to  show 
that  such  rates  are  unreasonable,  unjust,  or  excessive,  where  the  part^ 
complaining  affirmatively  shows,  among  other  things,  that  the  charges 
are  higher  than  the  rates  in  its  interstate  tariff  for  service  between  the 
same  points;  that  through  rates  exceed  the  sum  of  the  locals,  an4  that 
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higher  oharge*  are-  mmdit  for  the  same  senrioe  for  ehogrter  than  for 
longer  mileages  on  the  same  line;  and  where  the  company  fails  to  sus- 
tain the  burden  of  showing,  by  comparison  with  other  rates,  that  its 
tariff  is  reasonable.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  t.  Chic«^,  M.  &  St»  P-  E. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1083  (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  354  N.  W.  819). 

24.  A  railroad  company  fails  to  sustain  the  statutory  burden  of 
proving  that  its  rates  on  cream  are,  by  comparison,  reasonable,  by  com- 
paring them  with  express  and  excess  baggage  rates  between  the  same 
points  and  with  rates  along  the  line  of  another  company  in  similar 
territory  which  have  been  adjudged  unreasonable  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.,  B. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1083  (S.  C.  — •  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  WpSig). 

26.  The  evidence  of  the  utility's  expert  as  to  the  amounts  that 
dkould  be  allowed  for  working  capital  and  going  value,  in  a  rate  valua- 
tion, will  be  given  bfrt  little  weight,  where  he  has  had  very  little  prac- 
tical^ esperienoe,  although  having  theoretical  knowledge,  has  indorsed 
the  inaccurate  figures  of  other  experts  as  to  other  items,  and  has  testi- 
fied in  another  case  that  a  smalloF  .altowanctt  lor  tmfkiag  ca|itM  ^old 
going  value*  should  be  included  in  the  valuation  of  a*  larger  plant  with 
greater  expenditures.  Mangum  v.  Mangum  Electric  €o.  <Okla.)  P.U.K. 
19ieE,  764.. 

26.  The  reliability  of  evidence  of  the  cost  of  setting  poles  in  place 
must  be  determined  in  the  light  of  the  common  knowledge  of  men  as 
to  the  amount  of  such  work  that  a  reasonably  competent  man  09n  per- 
form in  a  day.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  A  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.K. 
1916B,  445. 

27.  A  telegram  by  the  chairman  of  a  Commission,  stating  that  if  a 
holiday  should  fall  on  Sunday  and  there  was  a  custom  generally  to 
consider  Monday  as  a  holiday,  the  Cmnmiiwiion  would  recognise  Monday 
as  such,  does  not  warrant  a  court  in  holding  that  such  was  the  effect 
of  a  rule  requiring  movement  of  freight  except  on  Sundays  and  holidays, 
since  it  fails  to  show  that  the  Commission  had'  fiMmdgated  a  rlile 
recognizing  Monday  as  a  holiday  in  such  a  ease.  Consumers'  Lignite 
Co.  V.  Houston  k  T.  C.  R.  Co.  P.UJR.1916B,  284  (8.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  179  S.  W.  306). 

28.  Testimony  as  to  the  proper  formula  f(ur  the  ifpportk>Aiteilt  of 
maintenance  and  cost  of  railroad  equipment  between  lines  and  termi- 
nals by  a  vritness  who  has  no  practical  knowledge  on  the  subject,  and 
whose  testimony  is  based  upon  tables  fujmishwf  ne.Ma  tor  making  It 
division  between  line  and  terminal,  such  tables  having  been  oompiled 
under  conditicms  which  have  so  materially  changed  as  to  make  them 
inapplicable  to  present  day  rolling  stock  of  railways,  is  of  no  value 
whatever  upon  the  question  of  the  proper  basia  et  appottlonmsbi. 
Boylf  f.  St.  Louis  ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.Ra91«A,  49  (8.  C*  222  Fed.  539) . 

29.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  an  electric  utility  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  an  estimate  by  the  engineer  for  the  utility  was  ac- 
cepted in  preference  to  one  by  the  engineer  of  the  Cnrol<«hai»  Wherfe 
the  report  of  the  former  was  more  in  detail,  and  it  appeared  that  he 
had  access  to  the  books  and  records  of  the  utility,  and  that  the  Corn- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ  IC 
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migakn's  engineer  had  Bot.    Taylor  t.  Kbrthweet  Light  ft  Water  Oo 
(Idaho)  P.UJU9ieA,  372. 


EXCESS  FARES. 

Comparison  of  freight  rates  on  cream  with  ezcesp  baggage  rates,  sec 

Evidence,  24. 
To  railroad  passengers  without  ticket,  see  Rates,  174-177. 
Amount  of  excess  baggage  charge,  see  Rates,  17d. 
Eixeeas  radius  charge  for  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  248,  249. 

EXCESSIVE  OHABOES. 

State  statute  imposing  penalty  for  failure  to  refund  overcharge  col- 
lected l^Hm  interstate  shipment  as  conflicting  with  congresaion- 
al  l^alation,  see  Intebstaiv  Oommebc%  8^     , 

Refund  of  exoess  rates,  see  Repabatioiv. 

EXCESS  00*  FRESCHT  KBBDS. 

Cons^derctiott  of  eoceesa  capacity  of  sewer  ^y^Um,  in  fixing  return, 

see  RcruEN,  208. 
Valuation  of  investment  in  excess  of  present  needs,  see  Valuation. 

267*264. 

EXCRAHGBS. 

'  See  also  Stock  Exchanob. 

Discrimination  in  tel^hone  rates  between,  see  DiscRimNATioN,  115. 

Rate  lor  rural  party  lines  served  by  two  exchanges,  see  Rates, 
231. 

Expense  of  rent  and  maintenance  of  telephone  exchange  as  operat- 
ing expense,  see  RvruBN,  75,  76. 

EXCHAIWB  SERVICE. 

Basis  of  apportioning  telephone  operating  expenses  between  toll  and 
exchange  service,  see  Appobtionmbkt,  57. 

EXCHAKOE'  TAItUB. 

Use  of,  in  determining  going  value,  see  Valuatioh,  405. 

EXCt.irSIVE  COMTRACTS. 

Lower  rates  to  consumers  signing  three-year  exclusive  contract  ai 
discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  60. 

EXECUTIVE  M>WBR. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of,  in  violation  of  Kentucky  Con- 
stitution, see  CoNSTmrrioNAL  Law,  64. 

EXBMPTIOIIS. 

Right  to  require  agreement  to  entry  of  judgment  with  waiver  ol 
exemption  for  sum  due  for  service,  see  Payment,  39. 
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Right  to  ref uire  itreet  railway  to  detignate  front  doOT  for  exit, 
■ee  Snvici;  227. 

Sa^FECTAHOT  OF  UFX. 

Of  property  as  elemrat  in  computing  depreciation,  see  generally 
Dbpbboiation,  2(Ht7. 


See  Costs  ahd  Expenbsb. 


See  aho  WinnESftSs. 

Weiglit  to  be  attached  to  expert  evidence  as  to  going  value  and 

working  capital,  see  Eyid^nob,  25. 
Conald^ation  of  estimates  by,  as  to  cost  of  hauling  a  commodity, 

see  Retubn,  41,  42. 
That  Commission  is  expert  body  having  history  of  utility  as  not 

affecting  burden  to  prove  intangible  value,  see  Valuation,  S. 

EXPRESS  COMFAHIES. 

Duty  of  express  company  to  make  free  delivery  and  collection  in 

small  towns,  see  Service,  l$d. 
Rates  for,  see  Rates,  144-146. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  express  rates,  A^nEKDix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  999. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  express  service.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1058. 

EXTEKSIOK  OF  SERVICE. 

Basis  for  apportioning  between  consumers,  amount  guaranteed  for 
service  extensions,  see  Appoitionmbnt,  86. 

Operation  of  plant  prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Utilities  Act  9^ 
affecting  duty  to  procure  certificate  of  conxenieno^  for  extension 
into  Aaxt  territory,  see  Csbtitioate  op  Convenience  and  Ne- 

CESSITT,  8. 
Right  to  invest  depreciation  funds  in  additions  or  extensions  under 

New  Hampshire  statute,  see  Depbeciation,  93. 
Necessity  of  expenditures  for,  as  ground  for  refusal  to  reduce  street 

railway  rates,  see  Rates,  213. 
Obtaining  additional  revenue  by,  see  Rates,  255. 
Consideration  of  fact  that  telephone  subscribers  have  advanced  part 

of  cost  of  extensions  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  139. 
Return  of  electric  utility  on  rural  extensions^  see  Retubn,  17X. 
Power  of  Commission  to  refuse  approval  of  securities  to  be  used  for 

extensions  which  will  duplicate  facilities,  see  Security  Issues, 

6. 
Generally,  see  Service,  52-97. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  question  of,  see  Service,  9-18. 
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Electric  utility  authorized  to  assume  two-thirds  of  cost  of  sei^iee 
eKtensiona  to  small  eoasuiaer,  see  SmncE,  148. 

Gonsideratioii  of  near  future  extensions,  see  VALUAffON,'839. 

Rig^t  to  capitalize  cost  of  extensions  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  sec 
Valuation,  311. 

FACTORS. 

Ratio  of  operating  costs  to,  as  element  in  rate  making,  see  Retuen, 
36. 

FACTORY. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  ccmveniei^  neeessacy 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-dr^wn  ydiifcle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Caioubm,  1.       . 

Minimum  water  charge  for,  see  Eatbb,  275, 

Extension  of  street  railway  service  for  conv^enqe  of  employees  of 
one  factory  only,  see  Sebvice,  55. 

FACTS. 

See  Findings  of  Facts;  Questions  or  Law  and  Fact. 

FAIR  VAI^UE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  to  detemune  fair  ralue  in 
reorganization,  see  Rbobganization,  5. 

Consideration  of  fair  value  of  property  in  passing  upon  street  rail- 
way reorganization  plan,  see  Rbobganization,  6. 

Return  on  fair  value,  see  Return,  135-160. 

As  controUing  rates  ehargeable,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues,  38. 

Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  7. 

FAMILIES. 

Minimum  charge  against  each  house  on  one  lot  when  occupied  by 
separate  families,  see  Rates,  96. 

FARE  ROXES.      . 

Increase  revenue  from  use  of  fare  boxes  on  street  can,  see  Return, 
49. 

FARES. 

See  Rates. 

FARE  ZONES. 

See  Zones. 

FARM  CROSSINGS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  under  Vermont  statute  to  change  or 
discontinue  highway  and  to  order  farm  crossings,  see  Cross- 
ings, 5. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  maintenance  of,  P.U.R«1916E,  p.  100. 
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FABMBR8. 

Reqmring  farmers  to  sign  contract  providing  tfa&t  electric  bills 

shall  be  a  lien  on  land  as  discrimination,  see  I>iscbimii«ation» 

151. 
Duty  to  furnish  regular  day  telephone  service  to  farmers  to  begin 

not  later  than  6  a.  m.  during  busy  season,  see  Service,  266. 
Rij^t  of  farmers  having  electric  service  for  irrigation  purposes 

to  use  surplus  energy  for  other  uses,  see  Sbbvicb,  146. 

TABM  ULUim. 

Allowance  to  promoter  for  value  of  water  power  over  value  of 
riparian  lands,  considered  as  farm  land,  see  Valuation, 
132. 

FARM  TELEPHOHE  LINfiS. 

See  Rural  Telephone  Lines. 

FEDERAI.  STATUTES. 

See  Statutes. 


AVD  COimiSSIOHS. 

See  also  Legal  Expenses. 

Lioense  fees  lor  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Automobiles,  14,  16, 

License  fee  of  $10  for  jitnieys,  while  taxieabs  and  other  rent  cars 
pay  $3  and  street  cars  pay  nothing  as  violation  of  constitution- 
al provision  of  equal  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  26. 

Jitney  ordinance  increasing  license  fees  as  impairing  contract  obli- 
gation, see  Constitutional  Law,  59. 

Commissions  and  expen»e%  in  connection  with  approval,  issuance  and 
sale  of  bonds  to  be  amortized,  see  Return,  25. 

For  directors  of  a  utility,  see  Return,  88,  91. 

Security  issue  to  capitalize  counsel  fees,  see  Sboubitt  Issues,  73. 

Reoonnection  fee  where  electric  service  has  been  cut  off  for  mis- 
appropriation of  electricity,  see  Service^  109. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Fee  for  tapping  water  mains,  see  Service,  142. 

Allowance  for  commissioBs  on  the  sale  of  Ixnids  and  stodc  in  valua- 
tion proceedings,  see  VALUATiaN,  128-125. 

Discussion  of  allowances  for  fees  and  expenses  for  effecting  a  re- 
organization, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  483. 

FSNOES. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  railroads  to  fence  thsir  tradis,  «9e4» 

Commissions,  20. 
Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  to  require  railroads  operated 

by  receivers  to  fence  their  tracks,  see  Commissions,  42. 
Proper  parties  to  proceeding  to  require  railroads  to  fence  track?, 

see  Parties,  6. 
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Necessity  of  previous  leave  of  court  to  maintenmnce  of  proao»<ling 
to  require  railroads  operated  by  receivers  to  fence  tracks,  see 
Rkcsvebs,  1. 


Free  carriage  of  foot  passengers  crossing  with  other  trtlBc  as  un- 
lawful discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  83. 

As  public  utilities  subject  to  jurisdiction  of  Commission,  see  Public 
Utiutiks,  5. 

Consideration  of  hazards  of  business  in  fixing  return^  see  Rsxubk, 
159. 

Consideration  of  road  approaches,  see  Valuation,  226. 

FERTIUZEBS. 

Freight  rates  to  be  made  as  low  as  possible,  see  Rates,  106. 

FitED  TARIFFS. 

Deviation  from,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbiminatton,  9-14. 

FILING. 

Of  intercorporate  contracts,  see  Intebcobporatb  Relations,  7,  8. 
Rules  of  procedure  governing  filing  of  rates  and  tariffs  in-  District 

of  Columbia,  see  Rates,  2. 
Necessity  of  action  by  Commission  for  new  rates  properly  -filed  with 

tariff  department,  see  Rates,  10. 
Necessity  of  authority  for  increase  in  rates  not  departing  from 

filed  schedule,  see  Rates,  11. 
Charge  for  electricity  in  absence  of  filing  of  minimum  rate,  see 

Rates,  93. 
Of  collection  rules  as  prerequisite  to  increase  in  telephone  rates,  see 

Rates,  221. 
Of  records  of  Commission  proceedings  in  enforcing  reparation  award, 

see  Reparation,  3d. 

FIN AI<  JUDGMXNT. 

For  purposes  of  an  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  8,  9. 

FINAL  ORDER. 

Necessity  of,  to  warrant  issuance  of  mandamus  to  enforce  Commia 
sion  order,  see  Mandamus,  6. 

FINANCES. 

Not  working  successfully  considered  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
397. 

FINANCIAL  INTSBB8T. 

Validity  of  village  franchise  voted  for  by  trustee  having  financial 
interest  in  company,  see  Fbanchisbs,  11. 

FINANCIAL  MI81CANAGE1CENT. 

See  Management. 
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FfHAKGIHG. 

Bond  discount  and  other  costs  of  financing,  to  be  ainortized,  see 
Retubn,  25,  26. 

Subsidiary  payment  to  parent  company  for  cost  of,  as  operatirg 
expense,  see  RffrtTRK,  98,  99. 

Consideration  of,  ii^  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valuation,  86. 

Allowance  for  cost  financing  subsidiary  company  where  parent  com- 
pany assumes  such  expense,  see  Valuation,  177,  180. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  177,  179, 
180-183. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses,  including  financing,  see 
Valuation,  185-209. 

FINDINGS. 

See  also  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact. 

Necessity  of  findings  of  fact,  for  review,  see  Afpkal  and  Bstikw, 

13,  14. 
Review  of  findings  of  Commission,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  23,  24. 
By  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  not  justifying  increase  of  state 

rates,  see  Rates,  25. 
Construction  of  findings   of  Commission   in  enforcing  reparation 

award,  see  Reparation,  35. 
Of  original  cost,  what  included,  see  Valuation,  232. 

FINES  AND  PENAI.TIES. 

State'  statute  imposing  penalty  for  failure  to  refund  overcharge 
collected  upon  interstate  shipments  as  conflicting  with  congres- 
sional legislation,  see  Intebstatb  Commebce,  8. 

Penalties  for  furnishing  telephone  service  in  occupied  territory 
without  authority,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  68. 

Penalty  for  failure  to  pay  bills  promptly,  see  Payment,  17-19,  24, 
25. 

Right  to  retain  ex(«88  fare  collected  from  passenger  boarding  train 
without  ticket  as  a  penalty,  see  Rates,  174. 

Fine  for  discrimination,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  61. 

Rule  prescribing  penalty  for  permitting  use  of  water  by  persons  not 
patrons,  see  Sebvice,  295. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  questions  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  967. 

1.  Penalties  imposed  by  the  Arizona  Commission  for  noncompli- 
ance with  orders  will  be  reasonable,  and  not  ciunulative.  Re  Adminis- 
trative Ruling  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  844. 

2.  A  natural  gas  company  was  fined  $100  for  refusal  to  obey  an 
order  to  furnish  an  adequate  supply  to  users,  although  the  negligence 
of  the  management  justified  a  fine  of  $1,000,  it  appearing  that  the  com- 
pany had  made  arrangements  to  render  adequate  service  and  was  )iot 
financially  able  to  pay  the  large  fine.  Shufeldt  v.  Citizens  Gas  Co. 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  232. 
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174  FIRE-^LAX  RATE. 

FIBE. 

Substantial  fire  low  to  be  amortised,  see  Retubit,  31. 

FIBS  DEPABTMEVT. 

Reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination^  sea  DiaoaiicurAXiQZV,  34. 

FIBE  HTDBAirrS. 

See  Htdbants. 

FIBE  INSUBAKCE. 

See  iNSCiLUVOiL 

FIBE  LOSS. 

See  Losses. 

FIB^  PBOTEOTXOH. 

Apportionment  for  determining  cost  of  water  service  for,  see  Ap- 

POBnOHMKNT,  64,  65. 
Grant  of  right  to  lay  water  mains  as  precluding  city  from  requiring 

extension  for  enlarging  mains  to  furnish  fire  protection,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  60. 
Free  water  for,  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discbimination, 

33,  35,  131. 
Duty  of  water  company  to  charge  for  service  rendered  persons  who 

make  sprinkler  connections,  see  Discrimination,  120. 
Increase  of  water  rates  for,  to  cover  cost  of  readhiess  to  serve,  w« 

DlSOKIMINATION,  130. 

Water  rates  for,  see  Ratss,  264-267. 

Water  pressure  for  fire  protection,  see  Skbvice,  202-294. 

FIBE  8PBIKKI.EB. 

Free  water  to,  as  discrimination,  see  DiscBiMrxATiON,  181. 

FIBE  UNDEBWBITEBS. 

Right  of  utility  to  require  certificate  of  safety  of  consumer's  equip- 
ment from  board  of  fire  underwriters,  see  Service,  152. 

FIVE  CENT  FABE. 

Presiunption  of  reasonableness  of  5  cent  street  railway  fare  so  as 
to  entitle  earning  power  to  consideration  in  valuation,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3. 

FIZTUBE8. 

Separate  water  charges  to  tenants  in  one  building  using  one  set  of 
fixtures,  see  Rates,  258. 

FLAT  BATE. 

Same  annual  flat  rate  to  summer  hotel  as  to  other  hotels,  as  dis< 
crimination,  see  Discbiiunation,  105. 
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Alt  water  rat^.to  barber  abop  as  diworiminatiDP,  see  PisoviON^- 

TIQN,  126. 
Preference  between  flat  and  meter  rate,  see  Rasbs,  106,  106. 
For  dectrioi^,  see  Ratks,  125. 
For  telepbone  service  in  large  area,  see  Ratss,  223. 
Right  of  water  company  to  substitute  meter  measurements  for  flat 

rates  under  contract  with  city  without  invokln|[  aid  of  GoiAxais* 

sioB,  see  Ssbviob,  27. 
Right  oi  water  utility  to  change  -froB  flat  rates  to  meter  service, 

see  SiBViCB,  124. 
Right  of  municipality  to  change  from  flat  rate  to  meter  basis  for 

electric  service,  see  Sebvigs,  156. 
Standard  rules  regulating  water  flat  rate  service  in  Montana,  see 

Sebviob,  273. 

FLOODS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissicm  over  complaint  against  railroad  for 

flooding  farm,  see  Dahaobs,  5. 
Allowance  for  losses  due  to  floods  in  fixing  operatuig^  tKpeiis^/  see 

Rbtubn,  107,  109. 

FLOWAOS. 

Valuation  of  water  right  from  Federal  permit  of  flowage,  see  Vali7A> 

TION,  480. 
Valuation  of  rif^ts  under  Wisconsin  Statute,  see  Valuation,  482, 

483,  486,  488. 


FLmnmio 

Free  water  for  flushing  sewers  as  diserittinatlon,  see  Disorimina- 

Tioif ,  36. 
Necessity  of  schedule  of  water  rates  for  flushing  sewers,  see  RAT>a» 

271. 

FORCED  SALE. 

Consideration  of  sale  price  as  measure  of  cost  or  value  as  affected 
by  whether  or  not  sale  was  forced,  see  Valuatzoii,  64,  65. 

FORECLOSURE. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  require  a  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure 

sale  to  continue  operation  of  a  railroad,  see  Skbvics,  26. 
Price  received  at,  as  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  64. 

FOREI6H  OORPORATIOHS. 

Right  to  require  Commission's  approval  of  encumbrance  on  property 
of  foreign  corporation,  see  Sboubitt  Issxtbs,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  over  bonds  of  foreign  cor- 
poration encumbeniig  kaaehoM  interesi  of  railroad  under  state 
franchise,  see  Skcusitt  Issues,  8. 
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176  FOREIGN  STATE— FRACTIONS. 

A{^Kaibility  of  New  Jersey  statute  limiting  sale  priee  to  bonds  of 
foreign  corporation  operating  railroad  as  lessee,  see  Secuutt 
Issues,  50. 

Jurisdiction  of  Oklahoma  Commission  over,  see  Serticb,  5. 


rOBBIOH  STATE. 

Necessity  of  mining  company  owning  foreign  parts  of  transmission 
line  of  procuring  certificate  of  convenience  for  distributibn  of 
electricity,  see  Cebthicate  or  Convenience  and  Necessity,  5. 

Company  delivering  current  in  foreign  state  to  domestic  mining 
companies  as  public  utility,  see  PuBUc  Utilities,  6. 

FOREST  LAHD. 

Allowance  to  promoter  for  value  of  water  power  over  value  of  ripari; 
an  land,  considered  as  forest  land,  see  Valuation,  132. 

FOIU^EITUBE. 

Certificate  of  convenience  to  exercise  privileges  under  franchises 
subject  to  forfeiture  denied,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience 
AND  Necessity,  15. 

Consideration  of  objection  that  merger  of  competing  telephone  com- 
panies will  cause  a  forfeiture  of  franchises,  see  Consolidation, 

MEBGEBy  and  SaLE»  17»  , 

FORMER  OWNER. 

Right  to  require  payment  of  bills  of  former  owver  as  oadlliott  to 
service,  see  Patiosnt*  27. . 

FORMS. 

Colorado  form  of  application  for  authority  to  make  reparation,  see 
Reparation,  32. 

FOUNTAIMS. 

Reduced  water  rates  for  fountains  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see 

Discrimination,  27. 
Classification  of  water  service  for  city  fountains,  see  Rates,  250. 
Water  used  by  city  fountains  to  be  paid  for  on  meter  basis,  see 

Service,  263. 

FRACTIOMAL  MILEAGE. 

In  railroad  fare,  isee  Rates,  165. 

FRACnOES. 

Right  to  charge  full  monthly  miniBrom  charge  fbr  fraction  of  month, 
see  Rates,  98. 
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Mm  #A  Q^t%t)9WMtf  If  J9» 

II,  GrmtU  9f,  a-0. 
Hi.  FolMMy  of,  7^11. 
TV.  IhiTaUon  of;  right  to  revoke,  12^14. 

V,  Approval  by  Commioaion,  I^^IO. 

f •  f»  generel, 

Municipul  consent  to  auto  bus  opei:ation  in  cities  M  franchise  within 

meaning  of  Second  Class  City  law,  see  Automobiles,  13, 
Necessity  of  passing  upon  technical  questions  concerning  the  validity 

of  franchise,  upon  application  for  certificate  of  convenience  and 

necessity,  see  Automobiles,  11a. 
Comparative  power  of  Missouri  Commission  and  of  municipalities  with 

referenjce  to  franchise  ordinance  and  certificates  of  convenience  for- 

street  railways,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity, 

3,  i. 
Effect  of  municipal  franchise  upon  necessity  of  securing  certificate  of 

convenience,  see  Cebtoicatv  or  Convenience  and  Necessity,  9-11. 
Certificate  of  convenience  to  operate  under  franchises,  see  Cbbtifioatk  of 

Conyenience  and  Necessity,  9-1  1»  15. 
Power  of  Commission  to  compel  local  authorities  to  grant  franchise  for 

passenger  station,  see  CoMMisaiONS,  12. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  pass  upon  validity  of  municipal  franchise, 

see  Commissions,  25-27. 
Validity  of  assignment  of  a  franchise  without'  secmring  consent  of 

Commission,  see  Commissions,  16.    * 
Sale  of  all  of  utility's  capital  stock  as  cariying  transfer  of  franchise 

requiring  consent  of  Commission,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb,  and 

Sale,  12. 
Consideration  of  ohjectlon  that  merger  of  competing  telephone  com- 
panies will  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  franchise,  see  Consolidation, 

Mbegbb,  and  Sale,  17. 
Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  fixed  hy  municipal  franchise,  see 

CONSTTTCTIONAL  LaW,  32-48.  ' 

Grant  of  right  to  lay  water  mains  as  precluding  city  from  requiring 
extension  for  enlarging  mains  to  furnish  fire  protection,  see  Con* 

STTTUTIONAt  LAW,  60. 

Granting  franchise  for  transmission  line  over  highways  and  private  land 

aA  taking  private  property  for  public  use  without  just  compensation, 

see  OoNSTiTDTiONAt  Law,  10. 
Municipal   franchise   fixing   ratps   as   affeoting   power   of   Commission 

to  establish  rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  32-43. 
Power  of  legislature  to  waive  right  of  municipality  in  franchise  contract 

rate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  40,  54. 
Requiring  municipal  franchise  for  operation  of  telephone  system  as 

impairing  obligation  of  charter  right  of  corporation  to  use  public 

highways,  see  Constitutional  Law.  57,  58. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 12. 
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178  FRANCHISES,  I. 

Refusal  of  certificate  of  conyenience  to  corporation  having  r«ceitodi']^i:4br 
to  enactment  of  Public  Service  law,  a  franchise  to  furnish  electricity 
in   occupied   territory   as   contravening   conirtitntidMd   lighM^   teo 

CONSTITDTIONAL  LAW,  43.  '    '  * 

Furnishing  free  service  to  cities  in  compliance  with  fraaohttfe  as  otalaxv* 

ful  discrimination,  see'DiaCRiMiNJLTiON,  32,  33. 
Extension  of  franchise  of  electric  utility,  see  Ei^cnioxrt,  2.     . 
Franchise  giving  town  option  to  purchase  at  price  to  be  determined  by 

arbitrators  as  preventing  aequiaitiom  bf  eminent  domain,  see  Emi- 
nent DoMAur,  1. 
Acceptance  of  municipal  franchise  as  estoppel  from  asserting  statutory 

right  to  use  city  streets,  see  Estoppel,  1. 
Injunction  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  to  reduce  rates  in  com- 
pliance with  franchise  ordinance,  see  Injunction,  5. 
Power  of  city  to  grant  street  railway  franchise  under  statute  authorize 

ing  it  to  grant  franchises  for  public  utilities,  see  MtTNlciPALmBB,'  1. 
Power  of  municipality  to  require  telephone  company  io  obtain  munici- 
pal franchise,  see  MxTNidPAtrriES,  2,  3. 
Policy  of  West  Virginia  Commission  as  to  interfering  with  municipal 

regulation  of  utilities  having  municipal  franchises,  see  MtrNiciPAT.i- 

TIES,  4. 
Collateral  attack  upon  right  to  maintain  switch  track  constructed  un- 
der mimicipal  authority,  see  Pboceoube,  6. 
Telegraph  company  retaining  corporate  existence  and  fi*anchise  as  a 

public  utility,  see  Pubuc  Utilities,  26. 
Stock  quotation  service  by  telegraph  company  in  efzerdse  of  friinchise,  as 

"public  service,"  see  Public  Utilities,  37. 
Rate  restriction  in  franchise  of  absorbed  company  as  affecting  rates  of 

consolidated  company,  see  Rates,  9. 
Losses  caused  by  expiration  'of  franchise  to  be  amortized,  see  Retubn, 

27^29, 
Power  of  Commission  to  prevent  electric  railway  from  discontinuing 

sale  of  six  tickets  for  25  cents  where  franchise  provides  for  5  oent 

fare,  see  Rates,  28. 
Right  of  utility  to  amortize  franchise  received  without  cost,  see  Rrxtbn, 

30. 
Rates  fixed  by  franchise  as  standard  for  regulating  rates  ielsewbere. 

see  Rates,  46. 
Effect  of  franchise  restriction  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  82,  83. 
Exaction  of  minimum  charge  as  violation  of  franchise;,  see  Rates,  100, 

101. 
Policy  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  sewer  rates  fixed  by  ordinance 

giving  city  right  to  buy  system  at  specified  price,  see  Raxes,  207. 
Right  to  require  Conunission's  approval  of  «icumbrance  on  property  of 

foreign  corporation,  see  Security  Issues,  1. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  over  bonds  of  foreign  corporation 

encumbering  leasehold  interests  of   railroad  under  franchise,  see 

Security  Issues,  8. 
Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  grant  franchise  <^  compel  city  to 

grant  right  for  street  railway  extension  where  municipal  consent 

is  necessary,  see  Service,  13. 
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Fover  of  New  York  ConuniBsioii  to  require  ^eet  radkwMj  to  extend 
service  over  a  street  for  which  it  has  no  franchise,  see  SsB\f7CS,  15. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  require  street  railway,  without  fran- 
chise, to  ezteod  service  by  using  a  franchise  of  another  company, 
see  Skbvige,  16. 

Duty  to  make  mrtfiwiin  of  service  as  affected  by  possession  of  franchise, 
see  SSBVZQC,  70,  88. 

Distinctioa  h<i4wuw  statotes  or  order  fixing  rates  which  denied  utility 
proper  compensation  and  order  compelling  service  required  by 
franchise,  see  Smvioi^  177. 

Power  of  Commission  to  enforce  franchise  obligation  to  erect  railroad 
depot,  see  Service,  189. 

Utility  faithfully  performing,  not  required  to  make  extensive  changes 
in  system,  see  Service,  276. 

Utility  to  comply  with  franchise  requirements  to  furnish  pure  water  for 
domestic  use,  although  entailing  serious  hardship  on  sto<*khoIder8, 
see  Skbviqb,  278. 

''Municipal  authorities''  within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  requiring 
consent  of,  to  erect  electric  poles  and  wires  in  public  streets,  f«ec 
Towns,  1. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  obtaining  franchise  in  estimating  overhead  ex- 
penses in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  209. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  449-457. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  917. 

1.  Under  the  statute  relating  to  cities  of  the  second  class,  provid- 
ing that  the  grantee  of  a  franchise  shall  pay  to  the  city  such  fixed 
charge  as  may  be  prescribed,  a  requirement  that  $100  a  month  shall 
be  paid  by  a  telephone  company  is  not  so  excessive  as  to  warrant  the 
interference  of  a  court.  Emporia  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1916B,  987  (S.  C.  97  Kan.  136,  154  Pac.  262). 

2.  A  telephone  company  in  obtaining  a  county's  consent  to  use  a 
county  road  for  local  and  through  lines  must  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  New  Jersey  Limited  Franchise  Act  (Laws  1906,  chap. 
36),  prescribing  the  procedure  for  a  grant  by  any  '^municipality*'  of 
consent  to  use  the  highways,  since  a  county  is  a  municipality  within, 
the  meaning  of  the  act.  Re  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
84. 

II,  Grant  of. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  local  authorities  to  grant  franchise 

for  passenger  station,  see  Commissions,  12. 
Kecommendation  by  Commission  that  municipality  grant  franchise  to 

utility  for  extension,  see  Sebvicb,  13,  14. 

3.  A  municipality  can  grant  an  electric  lighting  franchise  to  a 
natural  pers<m  under  the  laws  of  New  York.  Re  Silver  Creek  Electric 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  385. 

4.  A  franchise  may  be  granted  under  R.  S.  Mo.  1909,  §  9381,  for 
the  furnishing  of  electricity  to  the  public  from  a  transmission  line. 
Re  Markham  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1007. 

5.  A  nonexclusive,  village,  electric  light  franchise  does  not  preclude 
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180  FRAKCHISES,   III.,   IV. 

the  grant  of  a  like  franchise  to  another,  especially  where  the  Tillage  may 
itself  be  permitted  to  supply  private  users.  Re  Silver  Creek  Electric 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  386. 

6.  The  franchises,  rights,  and  privileges  of  a  railroad  company  arc 
granted  because  of  the  public  nature  of  the  buafaiess  carried  on  by  it; 
the  resulting  benefits  to  the  public  constitute  the  consideration  of  the 
grant;  and  the  company,  while  exercising  such  rights  and  franchises,  is 
subject  as  to  its  state  business  to  state  regulation,  either  by  direct  stat- 
utory provision  or  by  an  administrative  body  authorized  to  act.  Hock- 
ing Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (S. 
C.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  L.R.A.  — ,  — ,  110  N.  E.  521). 

in.  Yalidity  of. 

Power  of  Commission  to  pa^s  upon  the  validity  of  franehiaes,  see  Coif- 
MI88I0X8,  25-27. 

7.  Neither  a  street  railway  franchise  nor  the  local  authorities* 
consent  for  operation  is  affected  by  the  invalidity  of  one  provision, 
relative  to  the  election  of  certain  directors  by  the  city,  which  is  sep- 
arable from  the  franchise,  and  is  not  the  basis  thereof.  Re  Dunham, 
P.U.R.1916E,  644  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  593). 

8. .A  village  franchise  is  not  invalidated  by  the  fact  that  the  c^^rk 
of  the  board  of  trustees,  rather  than  the  president,  put  the  motion  for 
the  grant  and  took  the  vote  thereon,  where  the  clerk  acted  under  the 
direction  of  the  board  after  the  president  had  refused  to  put  the  motion. 
Re  Silver  Creek  Electric  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916B,  385. 

9.  A  vote  of  electors  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  village 
franchise  under  a  statute  (Village  Law,  f  56)  requiring  a  referendum 
''upon  any  question  which  may  lawfully  be  decided  thereat,''  where  the 
board  of  trustees  has  exclusive  power  to  grant  the  franchise.  Re  Sil- 
ver Creek  Electric  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  385. 

10.  A  vote  by  electors  for  the  grant  of  an  electric  light  franchise 
by  a  village  owning  only  a  waterworks  system  is  not  required  by  a 
statute  (Village  Law,  §  90,  subdiv.  9,  Consol.  Laws,  chap.  64)  prohibit- 
ing the  grant  of  an  electric  light  or  waterworks  franchise  by  any  vil- 
lage owning  an  electric  light  or  waterworks  system  imtil  the  grant  is 
submitted  to  the  electors,  since  there  is  no  intent  that  municipal  owner- 
ship of  one  system  should  preclude  a  private  franchise  for  the  other. 
Re  Silver  Creek  Electric  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  385. 

11.  A  village  franchise  is  not  invalidated  by  the  fact  that  a  village 
trustee,  who  voted  for  it,  had  had  a  distributive  ^are  in  the  estate  of 
an  intestate  who  owned  stock  in  a  company  which  was  required  to  be 
taken  over  by  the  company  securing  the  franchise,  where  title  to  the 
stock  was  vested  in  the  administrator  at  the  time  of  the  vote  and  the 
trustee  had  sold  hia  interest  therein  to  a  brother,  even  though  the  con- 
sideration for  the  sale  was  grossly  inadequate.  Re  Silver  Creek  Elec- 
tric Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916B,  385. 

IF.  Duration  of ;.  right  to  revolce. 

12.  A  telephone  franchise  for  the  bare  right  to  the  use  of  streets, 
the  conditions  of  the  use  not  being  specified  and  the  state's  power  to 
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FRANCHISBS,  V.— FREE  DELIVERY.  ISi 

fix  rates  and  r^golations  being  reserved,  is  not  against  public  polie^ 
althouj^  the  franchise  is  perpetual.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Keokuk, 
P.UJ1.1916B,  141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82.) 

13.  The  right  to  revoke  an  electric  transmission  line  franchise  unless 
the  line  is  built  within  a  year  was  reserved  on  granting  a  franchife  over 
objections  that  tbe  application  was  not  bona  fide  and  made  on  sufficient 
demand.  Schmidt  Bros.  &  Go.  v.  Clayton  County  (Iowa)  P.U.R.191ttC, 
49. 

14.  A  municipal  franchise  granted  pursuant  to  delegated  legislative 
authority  cannot  be  revoked  after  acceptance  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  since  the  franchise  is  a  binding  contract,  and  not  a  mere  reyoca- 
ble  •license  that  may  be  terminated  at  will.  Re  Silver  Creek  Electric 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.19ieB,  385. 

F.  Approval  by  Canymission. 

15.  Permission  to  exercise  a  street  lighting  franchise  cannot  be  de- 
nied on  a  taxpayer's  objection  that  the  grant  was  improvident.  Re 
Colliers  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  212. 

16.  The  fact  that  an  electric  utility  has  not  been  given  an  opportu- 
nity to  bid  for  street  lighting  is  not  a  ground  for  refusing  the  bidder 
permission  to  exercise  a  franchise  to  furnish  such  light.  Re  Colliers 
Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  212. 

17.  An  electric  company  which  has  secured  the  approval  of  the  Com- 
mission to  the  exercise  of  a  franchise  throughout  a  town  needs  no  fur- 
ther approval  to  operato  in  a  village  subsequently  carved  out  of  such 
town.  Port  Jefferson  Eleetric  Li^t  Co.  v.  North  Shore  Electric  Light 
ft  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.19160,  702. 

18.  Approval  of  a  municipal  gas  franchise  and  its  lease  will  not  be 
denied  upon  mere  conjecture  that  the  grant  and  the  lessee's  original 
franchise  were  tainted  with  fraud,  even  if  the  lessee's  motive  is  simply 
to  validate  its  doubtful  franchise,  where  the  franchise  grant  and  lease 
appear  to  be  regular  on  their  face.  Re  South  Shore  Qas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist.)   P.UJ1.1916D,  89. 

19.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  will  not  approve  a  mtmielpal  ordi- 
nance passed,  without  notice,  purporting  to  grant  th^  use  of  its  streets 
for  the  distribution  of  electricity  by  the  plant  of  an  adjoining  mu- 
nicipality, although  the  statute  (chapter  336  of  the  Laws  of  915)  does 
not  provide  for  notice,  since  the  act  of  the  municipality  in  the  passage 
of  the  ordinance  is  judicial  in  its  nature,  because  imposing  an  addi- 
tional burden  on  the  highway,  and  is  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  notice, 
invalid.    Re  Butler  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  43::. 

FRAUD. 

As  ground  for  denying  approval  of  franchise  and  lease,  see  Fran- 
chises, 18. 

As  ground  for  revoking  authority  to  Issue  securities,  see  Secubitt 
Issues,  66-68. 

FREE  DEIiIVERT. 

Duty  of  express  company  to  make  free  delivery  and  eolleetions  in 
small  towns,  see  Sebvicb,  158. 
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182  FREB  SERVICE— FREIGHT  SERVICE. 

FREE  8BKVIOE. 

As  discrimination,  see  DlSGBiHiXAnoN. 

Not  to  be  given  by  interurban  railway,  to  employees  of  another  com- 
pany, see  Discrimination,  45. 

PKywer  of  Commission  under  North  Dakota  statute  to  require  ware- 
houses to  charge  for  storage  of  grain  in  absence  of  showing  of 
discrimination,  see  Raws,  23. 

For  children  on  railroads,  see  Rates,  172. 

Free  interchange  of  telephone  service  in  one  community,  see  Rates, 
218. 

Right  to  require  water  utility  to  furnish  free  fire  protection  to 
municipality,  see  Rates,  264. 

Knife  switches  operated  by  subscribers  not  to  be  used  by  telephone 
company,  see  Service,  249. 

FREEZIKO. 

Cost  of  water  to  consumers  permitting  flow  of  water  to  prevent 
freezing,  see  Rates,  256. 

FBSIGHT* 

Transportation  of,  at  free  or  reduced  rate  to  hospital  niaiiitaiBed 
as  charitable  institution  by  the  employees  relief  association  as 
illegal  discrimination,  see  Disobucination,  30. 

Actions  for  damage,  for  discrimination  in  delaying  delivery  of  ship- 
ment to  connecting  carriers,  see  Discuhination,  161,  J  62. 

Movement  of,  as  intrastate  or  interstate  traffic,  see  Interstate 

COMMEBCE. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  restrain  relocation  by  rail* 
road  of  terminal  for  transfer  of  freight  from  boat  line,  see  Serv- 
ice, 43. 

Transportation  of  milk  on  railroad,  see  Servicer  210,  211. 

FBBIOKT  CABS. 

See  generally  Cars. 

Service  rendered  by,  see  Service,  200-214. 

FBBIOHT  DI8TBXBUTM O  COMFAHT. 

Freight  distributing  company  as  a  public  utility,  see  PuEUC  Utili- 

B,  7. 


FBEIOHT  RATES. 

See  generally  Rates. 

Refund  of  excessive  freight  charges,  see  Rbparaiioh. 
Increase  in  passenger  fares  so  as  to  equal  return  from  freight  b«si- 
ness,  see  Rbtubn,  120. 

FBEIOHT  SERVICE. 

Discontinuance  of  freight  service  by  street  railway  company,  jiee 
Service,  237,  238. 
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TMKlUm  SOUOITOBS. 

Of  timnsportation  company  not  to  be  given  free  transportation  by 
intenirban  railways,  see  DmcBoajxATMjn,  45. 

nffiioar  tbaffio. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses,  betireoi  freSgbt  and  passenger 
traiBc,  see  Appobtionment,  24-28. 

FUJBL. 

Basis  for  apportioning  fnel  expense  between  toll  and  local  telephone 

service,  see  AppobIionment,  45. 
Basis  of  apportioning  fuel  expense  of  an  electric  and  ice  plant,  se? 

AppoanONMKNT,  68. 
Valuation  of  utility's  land  as  affected  by  proximity  to  source  of  fuel 

supply,  see  Valuation,  323. 

FUMIOATIoil. 

Of  intenirban  street  carsj  see  Sebvick,  166. 

FUHCnOHAI.  DBnUBCXATZOH. 

See  Dbpb^ciatioii. 

FUHIMI*. 

Depreciation  funds  or  reserve,  see  pEPBECiATioif,  90-04. 
Valuation  of  property  paid  for  out  of  depreciation  reaenre  fund,  see 
Valuation,  315-317. 

FUBIIITUBB. 

Apportionment  d  value  of  furniture  and  fixtures  used  In  both  de- 
partmaits  of  a  utility  supplying  electricity  and  water,  see  Ap- 

POBTIONMSNT,  74. 

Depreciatimi  of,  see  Depbbclation,  17,  88. 

fllTUJtB  B JB*f I'Blili  EH TS. 

Consideration  of  necessary  expenditures  for,  in  valuation  proceed- 
ings, see  Valuation,  238-242. 

6ARDEH8. 

Reasonableness  of  rtile  of  water  company  prohibiting  irrigation  of 
lawns  and  gardens  during  certain  hours,  see  Sebvicb,  291. 

GAS. 

See  also  Naxubal.Qab.    .  , 

Apportionment  of  rent  of  general  oiBces  used  by  gas  and  electric 

departments,  see  App<»noNiiXNT,  66. 
Apportionment  of  expenses  of  gas  utilities  supplying  separate  cities 

from  single  plant,  see  Appobtionmiint,  94. 
.    Certiikate;af  eonvenienee  fbr  construction  of  gas  plant,  see  Cebtifi- 

CATE  OF  Convenience  anb  Nbcessitt. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


184  GENERAL  OFFICE. 

Depreciation  for  gas  plant,  see  DEPBECiATtoK  gtnepaHy,  and  parifeu- 

larly,  61^60. 
Discrimination  in  ratet  between  adjoining  numieipalititt,  see  Dis- 

CBIKINATION,    18-20. 

Right  to  charge  a  higher  minimum  for  mtiiiAl  gfta  cannaied  in 
gas  engines,  see  Discbimination,  97* 

Municipal  acquisition  of  gaa  plant,  see  Eiokent  Don  AIR,  1. 

Fraud  as  ground  for  denying  approval  of  municipal  gas  franchise 
and  lease,  see  Franchises,  18. 

Municipal  natural  gab  distributing  plant  in  territory  occupied  by 
artificial  gas  system,  see  Monopolt  and  Competition,  21. 

Payment  for  service,  see  Payment. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly^  147,  148. 

Return  for  gas  utility,  see  Retuen  generally,  and  particularly, 
187-103. 

Consideration  of  revenue  from  sale  of  appliances  intended  to  pro- 
mote sale  of  gas,  in  fixing  gas  rates,  see  Retxte^,  15, 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally,  Retubn,  ^5-121. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rat^making  allowance  for  cost  of 
producing,  see  Retubn,  68-70. 

Security  issues  by  gas  utility,  see  Security  IssubS.' 

Service  by  gas  company,  see  Service  generally,  and  particularly, 
159-163. 

Extension  of  service  by  gas  company,  see  Seevice,  52,  57,  60,  o^-(f6, 
68,  «9,  76,  80,  81,  83,  84,  88,  91,  97.. 

Reasonabkness  of  order  requiring  extension  of  gas  service  as  de- 
pendent upon  availability  of  electricity,  see  Service,  80. 

Right  of  utility  to  cut  off  gas  service,  for  misappropriation  by  con- 
sumer of  electricity,  see  Service,  108,  109. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Location  of  prepayment  meters,  see  Service,  131. 

Valuation  of  property  of  gaa  company,  s4e  generally.  Valuation. 

Valuation  of  holder  and  equipment  in  excess  of  present  i^eadf ,  4aa 
Valuation,  268,  269. 

Valuation  of  gas  mains,  see  Valuation,  75. 

Consideration  of  payment  over  mains,  in  valuaticm  proceedings,  see 
Valuation,  210-222.  .      .  •  - 

Consideration  of  cost  of  installing  meters  in  gaa  rate  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  229. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  gas  rates,  Appendix,  P.UJR.1916F;  p. 
1000. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  gas  service,  AFtismtt,  P.tT.R.19l6r, 
p.  1059. 


GENERAL  OFFICE. 

Apportionment  of  rent  of  general  oiBeea  uaed  by  gaa  and  eleetric 
departments,  see  Appobtionmsnt,  66. 
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GBHERAI*  OFFICERS. 

See  Officebs. 

GEHSBATm G  SQUIFMElfT. 

Allowance  for  value  of,  in  excess  of  present  needs  in  raftfc  vahttttloD, 

see  YAhVATHWX,  85SL 
Valuation  of,  of  utility  which  buys  its  current,  see  ValtTATion,  28S. 

OENERATOBS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  6. 

Exclusion  of  electric  light  generators  from  participation  in  indus- 
trial power  rate,  as  discriminatory,  see  Dibcbimination,  80. 

GIFTS. 

Allowance  for  value  of  donated  propei^ty,  see  Valuation,  294,  302- 
306. 


Factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rates  for  ginning  cotton,  see 
RArnes,  66. 

GOIKG  COHOERlf. 

See  Going  Valubl 

GOIH  G  VAUrS. 

Weight  to  be  attached  to  expert  evidence  as  to  going  value  and 

working  capital,  see  Evidence^  25. 
Allowance  for,  see  Valuation,  192,  383,  385-445. 

GOOD  wnx. 

Allowance  for,  see  Valuation,  446>  447. 

«mlde  crossihgs. 

See  CB08SING8. 

GRADIHG. 

Ri^t  to  inehide  apjnreeiation  of  grading  due  to  adaptation  and  so- 
lidificfttioB  of  railroad  road  bed  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valua> 
TION,  223. 

GRADUATED  BATE. 

Right  to  substitute  flat  for  graduated  rate,  see  Rates,  106. 

GRAIH. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  for  storage  of  grain  under  North 
Dakota  statute,  see  Rates,  23. 

GBAnr  EIXVATOB. 

See  Elevatobs. 
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GRAVEL. 

Freight  rates  for,  see  Rati»,  71,  198-201. 
Comparison  of  rates  for  different  hauls,  see  Rates,  64. 

owtoMB  nmvKMvm. 

Ratio  of  operating  costs  to,  as  element  ill  ratemaking,  see  Retubx, 
30. 

OROUVIIED  TEUSFHOHB  8T8TEM. 

Higher  rates  for  metallic  than  for  grounded  system  as  discrimina- 
tion, see  DiSCBIMlNATION,  112. 

GBOUP8.  :,.. 

For  rate  making,  see  ^Tss,  190,  191. 

GROWTH. 

Consideration  of  growth  of  the  business  in  yaluation,  see  V)kt0A^ 
TION,  33. 


OtJARAKTY. 

Consumer's  guaranty  for  extension  of  service  to  provide  for  depre- 
ciation reserve,  see  Depreciation,  55. 
Discrimination  in  rule  requiring  guaranty  as  security  fqr  p^^enty, 

see  DlSCBIMINATION,  156. 
Deposit  or  guaranty  as  security  for  payment,  see  Payment,  5-13. 
Monthly  guaranty  for  nickel  classes  of  telephone  service,  see  Rates, 

217. 
Approval  of  security  issues  not  amounting  to,  see  Security  IssubSj 

16.  ''    '^ 

Jurisdiction  of  Connecticut  Conunission  to  approve  waiver  of  right 

by  guarantor  of  notes,  see  SsciTBiTr  Issues,  12. 
Requiring  guaranty  of  return  upon  ordering  e<ten^ot»,  see  iBisVfCB, 

81-85. 
Right  of  ulilities  to  demand  deposit  as  guaranty  against  injury  to 

meters,  see  Service,  119.  .     -  ,     , 

Bonds  of  terminal  company  guaranteed  by  railroad  m9  capital  obli- 
gation in  reorganixatios  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Vai.ua- 

tion,  234. 


HALF  FARE. 

For  children  on  interurban  railway,  see  Rates,  152,  153. 
Increase  in  price  of  school  tickets  to  pupils  entitled  to,  se^  Rates, 
212. 


HAZARDS. 

Consideration  of  hazards  of  the  business  in  ibdng  rstf  of  *ieium; 
see  Return,  153,  154,  159,  160. 
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HEAJ>UOHT8. 

IllinoU  Headlights  Law  as  ralid  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  6. 
Illinois  Headlights  Law  not  suparseded  hy  Federal  statute,  see  In- 

TKBSTATB  Ck>MMEBCE,  8. 

Proof  of  Tiolation  of  Headlights  Law,  see  Railboads,  1. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  state  regulation  of  locomotive  head- 
li|^,  P.U.Ra»16F,  p.  167. 

HBADWAY. 

Interurban  and  street  railway  operated  on  same  track  to  run  oara 
upon  uniform  headway,  see  Sbbvics^  168. 

HEALTH. 

Water  rate  prohibiting  use  sufficient  for,  see  Rates,  254. 
Municipal  plant  to  make  necessary  improvements  in  waterwoiks,  see 
Service,  276. 

HEAI.TH  BEOVLATIOHS. 

Charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting  livestock  cars  required  by,  see 
Rates,  204. 

hbahihci. 

Directing  utility  to  cease  furnishing  servioe^  at  contract  rates  with- 
out notice  to  consumer  as  denial  of  due  process,  see  GoNsriTU- 
TioNAL  Law,  12. 

Ri|^t  of  property  owners  to  be  heard  in  prooeedings  to  acquire  land 
for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Bminent  Domain,  2. 

Application  for  order  authorizing  increase  in  rates  as  a  *'case^'  with- 
in Commission  rule  requiring  notice  ol  )iearing»  see  P^ooedure, 
4. 

Necessity  of  notice  of  hearing  upon  complaint  as  to  Im^deqaute 
telephone  service  under  Kansas  statute^  see  Pbocedube,  6. 

Power  of  Alabama  Commission  to  order  physical  connection  betiveeu 
railroads  without  hearing  evidence,  see  Se&vicb,  36. 

HEATIKO. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  steam  heating  property  of  an  electric 

light  and  power  utility,  see  Apportion kent,  62. 
Abandonment  of  heating  service,  see  Seevick,  ^,  100. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  heating  ra^  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1006. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  heating  service.  Appendix^  P,UJR. 
1916F,  p.  1060. 

HIOH  TOLTAOE  BTSTEIf. 

See  WlBBS  AND  CABU8. 

SIOHWAT8  AHD  STREETS. 

Right  of  abutting  owner  to  enjoin  construction  of  street  railway 
track  and  operation  of  freight  cars,  see  Abuttino  Owners. 
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188  mOHWAYS  AND  STREETS. 

License  to  operate  ftut<MiiobiIe  upon,  as  affecting  necessity  of  secnr- 
ing  certificate  of  convenience  for  operation  as  common  carrier, 
see  Automobiles,  8. 

Operation  of  automobiles  as  common  carriers  over  rural  state  high- 
ways, see  AXTTOMOBILBB,  9. 

Repair  and  maintenance  of  bridges,  see  Budges,  1-3. 

Power  of  Commission  over  public  bigbwaj  as  tianted  by  constitu- 
tional power  of  municipalities,  see  OoiuatMiONS,  7. 

Granting  franchise  for  transmission  line  over  hi^ways  as  taking 
property  for  public  use  without  compensation,  see  CtoifSTiTn- 
noNAL  Law,  10. 

Requiring  municipal  franchise  for  operation  of  telephone  system  as 
impairing  obligation  of  charter  right  to  use  public  highwayS| 
see  Constitutional  Law,  57,  58. 

Highways  crossing  railroad,  see  generally  Cbossinos. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissions  to  regulate  highway  crossings,  see 
Cbossinos,  1-9. 

Reduced  electric  rates  for  lighting  street  as  discrimination,  see  Bis- 

CBnaNATION,  34. 
Acceptance  of  municipal  franchise  as  estoppel  from  asserting  stat- 
utory right  to  use  city  streets,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

Perpetual  telephone  franchise  for  use  of,  as  against  pidiUo  poliej, 
see  Fbanohisbs,  12. 

PoUey  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  approval  of  ordinance  fran- 
chise passed  without  notice,  see  Fbanchisbs,  19. 
'  Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  competing  auto  bus  lines  on  rural 
state  highways,  see  Monopoly  and  CoxncrmoN,  6. 

Power  of  municipalities  to  require  telephone  company  to  obtain 
municipal  franchise  for  use  of  streets,  see  Municipautibs,  2, 
3. 

Collateral  attack  upon  right  to  maintain  switch  track  in  street 
constructed  under  municipal  authority,  see  Pbocedure,  6. 

Effect  of  occupying  highway  to  render  mining  company  transmitting 
its  own  electricity  a  public  utilty,  see  Public  Uthjtibs,  12. 

Erecting  poles  of  private  telephone  association  upon  public  high- 
ways as  devoting  its  property  to  public  use,  see  Public  Utili- 
ties, 27. 

Cost  of  highway  improvepaents  incidental  to  street  railway  (^ra- 
tion as  operating  expense,  see  Retl^bn,  62. 

Duty  to  make  extension  of  service  as  affected  by  possession  of  fran- 
chise to  use  street,  see  Sebvice,  76. 

Reasonableness  of  ten-year  contract  for  street  lighting,  see  Service^ 
117. 

Condition  of  highways  as  affecting  substitutloB  of  motor  fafiis  W9tvk» 
for  street  car  service,  see  Sebvice,  221. 

Speed  for  street  cars  in  wide  streets,  see  Sebvice,  235. 

Duty  of  conductor  on  street  car  to  call  names  of  streets,  see  SkEBvieB, 
238. 
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HOLDING  AND  PABKXT  COMPANIESr-HORSE  POWER.  X89 

Belocation  of  street  railways  tracks  on  highway  to  provide  fkar- 
aiioe  for  safe  operation  and  highway  travel,  see  Street  Rail- 

WATS,  3. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  "irith,  Appbndix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  961. 

HOLDING  Aim  PAMBHT'OOMPAHISS. 

Higher  rates  charged  by  subsidiary  company  than  charged  by  par- 
ent company  in  adjsltaing  city  as  unlawful  discrimination,  ate 
DiSCSIMmATION,  20. 

ReasonableiieM  of  rates  f<H'  gas,  see  Ratbs,  148. 

Profits  realised  through  management  of  a  utility  by  #  corporation 
owning  the  stock  and  part  of  return,  see  Rktubn,  14. 

Ckmsideration  ol  price  paid  for  gas  by  distributing  company  in  fix- 
ing operating  expenses,  see  Return,  71. 

Salaries  of  general  officers  of  a  holding  company  as  operating  ex- 
pense of  a  subsidiary  company,  see  Rktubm,  86. 

Allowance  for  charge  made  by  holding  company  against  subsidiary 
company,  see  Return,  95-99. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for  property  about  to  be  acquired,  see 
Seouritt  Issues,  30. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  promotion  and  obtaining  construction  money 
of  subsidiairy  company  where  parent  company, assumes  such 
expense,  see  Valuation,  177,  180. 

HOLIDAYS. 

Effect  of  chairman's  statement  as  to  rule  of  Commission  concerning, 

see  Evidence,  27. 
Effect  of  custom  to  observe  Monday  when  lioliday  falls  on  Sunday 

to  excuse  carrier  from  forwarding  shipments  on  Monday,  see 

Service,  3. 

HOME  BJTLE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  over  municipal  plant  although 
owned  and  operated  by  "home  rule"  city,  see  Public  Utilitibs, 
14. 

HOHESTT. 

No  presumption  as  to  honesty  in  investing  capital  in  rate  proceed- 
ing, see  Evidence,  12. 

HORSE  CAB  COMPAHT. 

Allowance  for  accrued  depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  21. 

BORSE-DRAWK  VEHICUE8. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carrisbr,  1. 

HORSE  POWER. 

As  element  of  charge  for  electric  power,  see  Ratsb,  104- 
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290  H06PIXAI/— HYDRAKTB. 

HO8PITAI1. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  carry  freight  at  free 
or  reduced  rates  to  hospital  maintained  as  a  charitable  insti- 
tution^ by  its  employees,  relief  association,  see  Discsikimation, 
30.   ' 

Water  rates  for,  held  not  discriioinatoryf  see  Drnq^oixsjauaff  12^ 

HOTEIJI. 

Applicability  of  statutes  governing  jitneys  to  automobiles  standing 

at  hotels  and  railroad  depots  for  hire,  see  ArroMOBiLBS,  1. 
Discrimination  in  rates  of  s^wer  oonpany  in  summer  hotel,  sep 

DlSCBIICINATION,  105. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for  private  branch  telephone  exchange,  see 

Dl8GBIlfII7ATION,  111. 

Water  rates  for,  held  not  discriminatory,  see  Disobiiiination,  125. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  hotel  company  operating  telephone 
system  for  hire,  see  Public  Uhlitibb,  80. 

Sewer  rate  for  summer  hotel  at  pleasure  resort,  see  Ratibs,  206,  207. 

Rates  for  hotel  private  branch  telephone  exchange,  see  Raivb,  240. 

Ownership  of  equipment  of  private  branch  exchange  in,  see  Serv- 
lOK,  244. 

Consideratvou  of  money  invested  by  railway  company  in,  see  Valu- 
ation, 283. 

HOURS  OF  SERVICE. 

Of  electric  company,  see  Service,  153-166. 

Duty  to  furnish  regular  day  telephone  service  to  farmers  to  begin 

not  later  than  6:30  a.  k.  during  busy  season,  see  Service, 

265,  266. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  of  water  company  prohibiting  irrigation  of 

lawns  and  gardens  during  certain  hours,  see  SbrvigB|  291. 

HOUSE. 

Minimum  charge  against  each  house  on  same  lot,  see  Rates,  06. 

HOUSEKEEPIlf a  DEVICES. 

Exclusion  from  participation  in  electric  rate  for  heating  and  cook- 
ing devices  as  discrimination,  see  Dibcbimination,  79. 

HYDRANTS. 

Apportionment  of  water  revenue  from  public  fire  protection  service 

on  basis  of  number  of,  see  ApposTloinfSNT,  64. 
Increase  of  water  rates  for,  to  cover  cost  of  readiness  to  serve,  see 

DiBCBIVIirATION,  180. 

Base  of  charge  to  city  for,  see  Rates,  266. 

Ordinance  requiring  hydrants  to  be  installed  as  not  requiring  en- 
largement of  mains  solely  to  furnish  water  for  fire  protectioh, 
see  Service,  294. 
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HYDROELECTRIC  PLANT— ILUNOIfl.  1»1 

HTDaOKUBCraiC  PImAHT. 

See  also  Watkbs  an9  Wateb  Rienrs. 

Maintenance  of  auxiliary  steam  plant  as  operating  expense^  Ma  Rb- 

WTRN,  120. 
Annual  interest  payment  on  water  r^ht  option  not  used  w  useful 

in  public  service,  see  Rbtubn,  121. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valitatiok.  ' 

HTPOTHETICAI.  PLANT. 

As  method  of  apportioi^ing  cost  of  water  service  for  fire  protection, 
see  App<»tio27MKNt,  65. 

ICE. 

Basis  for  apportioning  expenses  of  an  electric  and  ice  plant,  see 

ATPOBTIQKMEin!,  ^^8. 

IBAHO. 

Operation  of  plant  prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Ulilities  Act  as 
affecting  duty  to  procure  certificate  of  convenience  for  extensiou 
into  new  territory,  see  Cebtifica'Tb  of  C<»nrBNiENeK  and  Ne- 
cessity, 8. 

Power  of  Commission  to  pass  on  the  constitutionality  of  statutes, 
see  Commissions,  22.         .- 

Power  of  Commission  to  pass  npon  the  validity  of  franchises,  see 
Commissions,  25,  26. 

Validity  of  statute  regulating  transmission  into  at«^  of  eleetrieity 
for  sale  to  public  while  not  regulating  transmission  by  mining 
company  for  own  use,  see  Constitdtional  Law,  23. 

Statutes  restricting  competition  as  not  applicable  tq  .interstate 
transmission  of  electricity,  see  Intebstatb  Commerce,  13. 

Mining  company  as  public  utility  under  Idaho  statute,  see  Publio 
Utilities,  10-12. 

Mining  companies  selling  electricity  as  requiring  certificate  of  con- 
venience and  necessity,  see  Pubuo  Utilities,  39. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  reparation  for  overcharges,  see  Repa- 
BATION,  16. 

IDLE  PROPERTY. 

See  generally  Pbopebtt  Not  in  Usis. 

Loss  due  to  idle  cars,  as  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  65. 

■  f 

nXIKOIB.    , 

Jurisdiction  of  CoMcmi^on  to  issue  ordera  contrary  to  injunction 

of  courts,  see  Commissions,  5. 
Jurisdiction  of  Illinois  Commission  over  mutual  telsphoive  -amKiBr 
tion  servi^  members  only  without  profit,  ^ee  Commissions,  17. 
,     policy  of  Commission  to  de9lare  state  statute  superseded  by  Federal 
regulation,  see  Commissions,  18. 
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192      IMPAIRMENT  OF  CONTRACTS— INCREASE  IN  RATES. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  free  tnau|MirtatSffS  «f  ^JM^  amt^en . 

bj  street  railway,  see  CoMMXSBlpif s,  .30. 
Jitrisdiotion  of  court  to  exelimoB  of  Commiseion,  to  enjoin  use  of 

side  track  involving  construction  of  contract,  see  Coubts,  3. 
ConstruoUon  of  Illinois  aati-discrimin^ioB  statute,  see  Disgkim- 

INATION,  148. 
Illinois  Headlights  law  not  superseded  hj  Federal  statute,,  see  In- 

TEBSTATK  COMICBBOB,  8. 

Taxicabs  as  public  utilities,  see  Public  Utii.ities,  1. 

Right  of  farm  telephone  lines  built  and  maintained  by  owners  to 

disconnect  from  city  system  without  consent  of  Illinois  Com- 

missioA,  see  Public  Utilitiss,  22. 
Nonoperating  telegraph  company  as  a  public  utility  under  Illinois 

statute,  see  Public  Utilities,  26. 
Proof  of  violation  of  Headlights  Law,  see  Railboads,  1. 
Right  to  make  retroactive  reduction  in  rates  under  Illinois  statute, 

see  Rates,  16. 
Power  of  Commission  to  permit  utility  to  discontinue  servive,  aae 

Sbbvicb,  19. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  electric  consumer  to  repair 

service  lines  connecting  with  transmistipn  linM,  tee  Sebvice, 

87. 

IMPAIRMENT  OF  CONTRACTS. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  31-09. 

IMPROTEMRNTS. 

See  Bettebmbnts. 

INADEQVACT. 

Of  service  generally,  see  Sebvice. 

Caused  by  thunderstorm,  subscribers  to  receive  credit  for,  see  Snv- 
ICE,  243. 

INCANDESCENT  LAMPS. 

See  Lamps. 

INCOME. 

See  £abninos  and  generally  Retubit. 

INCREASED  USE. 

Combination  of  electrical  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to 

secure  reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38. 
As  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Ratbb,  77,  78,  80. 

INCREASE  IN  RATES. 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  justification  of,  see  EwENCE,  10-14. 
Right  of  utility  to  increase  charges  to  legal  rates  without  permission 
of  Commission,  see  Rates,  11. 
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INDEBTEDNESS— INDIVIDUALS.  193 


niBEBTBDllESS. 

Consideration  of  indebtedness  for  development  work  in  fixing  re- 
production cost  less  depreciation  for  municipal  acquisition,  see 
Valuation,  90. 

Consideration  of  outstanding  indebtedness  in  valuation,  see  Valu- 
ation, 23. 


INDIUE'IKI  1TENE8S. 

Validity  of  contract  indefinite  as  to  time,  see  Contracts,  1. 


mDEMHITY  BOMBS. 

See  Bonds. 


INDIANA. 

Uniform  classification  of  accounts  for  electric  utilities,  see  Ac- 
counting, 1. 

Power  of  Commission  to  authorize  construction  of  street  railway 
across  city  lot,  see  Commissions,  14. 

Policy  of  Indiana  as  to  consolidation  of  utilities,  see  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  1. 

Statutory  authority  for  telephone  companies  to  merge,  see  Con- 
solidation, Meboeb,  and  Sale,  3. 

Duty  of  Commission  upon  authorizing  sale  of  utility  to  value  stocks 
and  direct  payment  to  nonconsenting  stockholders,  see  Con- 
solidation, Meboeb,  and  Sale,  14. 

Power  of  Commission  to  award  damages  to  adjoining  prop- 
erty owners  from  proposed  street  railway  extensions,  see  Dam- 
ages, 4. 

Mandamus  to  compel  approval  of  security  issues,  see  Mandamus,  3, 
4. 

Necessity  of  action  by  Commission  of  new  rates  properly  filed  with 
tariff  department,  see  Rates,  10. 

Power  of  Commission  over  issuance  of  securities,  see  Security 
Issues,  0. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  install  telephone  serv- 
ice in  stations,  see  Service,  4. 

Duty  of  Commission  to  value  property  for  security  issue  purposes, 
see  Valuation,  14. 


UmiVIDVAIM. 

Jurisdiction  of  Arizona  Commission  over  individuals  operating  au- 
tomobiles for  hire,  see  Automobiles,  4. 

Rig^t  of  municipality  to  grant  electric  lighting  franchise,  to  natural 
person  under  New  York  law,  see  Fbancuises,  3. 
P.U.R.1910  Dig.— 13. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


194  INDUSTRIAL  SPUR  TRACK— INJUNCTION. 

Individuals  supplying  neighbors  with  water,  for  compensation  as 
public  utility  within  jurisdiction  of  CommiBsioii,  see  FUBLIQ 
Utilitibs,  32. 

INDVSTRIAI.  SPUR  TRACK. 

See  TEACfKS. 

INDU8TRIAI1  USE. 

Preference  by  natural  gas  company  of  domestic  over  industrial  use 
as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  133. 

INDUSTRIES. 

Special  transportation  rate  to  aid,  see  Discrimination,  63-66. 
ConBideration  of  return  of  similar  industriee,  in  fixing  return  of 
utilities,  see  Return,  152. 

INDUSTRY  SITES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  over  the  leasing  of  industry 
sites  for  conducting  private  business,  see  Commission,  36. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  en- 
tered into  as  inducement  to  consumer  to  locate  plant  in  city, 
see  Rates,  21. 

INFII^TRATION  GALLERY. 

Consideration  of,  when  abandoned,  see  Valuation,  273. 

INFORMAL  PROTEST. 

Consideration  by  Commission  of  informal  protest  against  security 
issues,  see  Procedure,  8. 

INJUNCTION. 

Right  of  abutting  owner  to  enjoin  construction  of  street  railway 
track  and  operation  of  freight  cars  thereon,  see  Abuttino 
Owners.  \ 

Jurisdiction  of  Tennessee  Supreme  Court  of  appeal  from  court  \^rder 
dismissing  bill  to  enjoin  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  7. 

Necessity  of  applying  for  rehearing  before  applying  for  injunction 
against  enforcement  of  Commission  order,  see  Appeal  and  RJ?- 
VIEW,  10.  v^ 

Right  of  street  railway,  without  exclusive  franchise,  to  enjoin  com-  ^ 
petitive  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Automobiles,  65. 

Power  of  Commission  to  grant  order  contrary  to  injunction  of 
court,  see  Commissions,  5. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  issue,  see  Commissions,  31. 

Power  of  Court  of  exclusive  civil  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  valid- 
ity and  to  restrain  enforcement  of  criminal  jitney  ordinance, 
see  Courts,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Court  to  exclusion  of  Commission,  to  enjoin  use 
of  side  track  involving  construction  of  contract,  see  Courts,  3. 


\ 
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INJURIES.  19fi 

Digmissal  of  injunction  suit  wliere  controversy  has  been  settled,  see 
Mandamus,  2. 

RigUt  of  street  railway  sustaining  loss  from  competition  to  enjoin 
ille^l  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Nuisance,  1. 

Suit  without  injunction  to  annul  rate  order  as  not  suspending  rate 
so  aa  to  defeat  reparation,  see  Ordebs,  4. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by 
mandamus  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and  or- 
ders, see  Pbocedube,  4. 

Kight  to  fix  rate  by  enjoining  interference,  see  Rates,  29. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  staying  of  Commission  orders  pend- 
ing appeal,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  477. 

1.  The  grant  or  refusal  of  a  preliminary  injunction  against  the 
Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  pending  the  hearing  of  the  case 
rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.  Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction 
Corp.  V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916C,  599  (S.  C.  —  C.  C.  A.  — , 
229  Fed.  140). 

2.  Injimction  will  lie  in  a  proper  case  to  prevent  the  threatened 
enforcement  of  a  criminal  jitney  ordinance,  where  its  validity  is  in- 
volved. Auto  Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth,  P.U.R.1916C,  566  (S.  C.  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  182  S.  W.  685). 

3.  An  injunction  to  restrain  the  operation  of  jitneys  in  defiance 
of  statutory  requirements  of  license  and  execution  of  indenmity  bonds 
against  liability  for  injuries  cannot  be  refused  on  the  ground  that  a 
ready  compliance  with  the  statute  will  render  an  injtmction  useless, 
where  the  city  has  failed  to  authorize  the  issuance  of  licenses,  and 
where  the  injunction  will  eliminate  irresponsible  operators.  Memphis 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  834  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — , 
L.R.A.1916B,  1143,  179  S.  W.  635). 

4.  A  temporary  injunction  should  issue  to  restrain  the  enforcement 
of  a  Railroad  Commission  order  for  physical  connection  between  rail- 
roads, where  the  objecting  railroad  cannot  be  compensated  for  the  serv- 
ice exacted  if  a  permanent  injunction  should  be  granted,  and  where  the 
railroad  desiring  the  connection  will  be  protected  by  a  bond.  Seaboard 
Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Hampton,  P.U.R.i916E,  349  (S.  C.  —  S.  C.  — ,  88  S. 
E.  5). 

5.  Injunction  does  not  lie  by  a  city  to  compel  a  street  railway  to 
sell  reduced  rate  coupon  transfer  tickets  in  compliance  with  a  franchise 
ordinance,  but  contrary  to  rates  fixed  by  the  Commission,  where  the 
Public  Utilities  law  provides  for  the  legal  remedy  of  a  direct  review  of 
the  Commission  decisions  by  the  highest  court  in  the  state.  Denver 
&  S.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Englewood,  P.U.R.1916E,  134  (S.  C.  —  Colo.  — ,  — 
Pac.  — ) . 

INJURIES. 

Irreparable  injury  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute  providing  physical 
connection  between  competing  telephone  systems,  see  Constitu  • 
noNAL  Law,  69. 
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196  INSPECTION— INTERCHANGE  SERVICE. 

INSPECTION. 

Of  installation  of  consumer  having  choice  of  more  than  one  schedule, 
see  Rates,  123. 

Concentration  of  street  car  inspection  and  light  repair  work,  see 
Retubn,  52. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  inspecting  natural  gas  mains  in  fixing  oper- 
ating expenses,  see  RfiTUBif,  60. 

Ascertainment  of  depreciation  by  actual  inspection  rather  than  the 
use  of  life  tables,  see  Valuation,  106. 

INSTALLATION. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  order  refund  of  consumer*^ 
payment  for  installation  of  service  pipes,  see  Repabation,  24. 

Ownership,  care  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Who  to  install  switch,  cut-out,  and  inclosing  box  upon  wires  being 
placed  underground,  see  Service,  146. 

INSTALLATION  CHARGE. 

Varying  of,  according  to  horse  power  of  connected  load  without  re- 
gard to  active  load,  as  discriminatory,  see  DiscBniiNATiON,  72. 

For  electric  power,  see  Rates,  104. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  installing  meters  in  gas  rate  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  229. 

INSTALMENTS. 

Contract  by  interstate  carrier  to  accept  payment  in  instalments,  aa 
unlawful  discrimination,  see  I^scbimination,  158. 

INSURANCE. 

Consideration  of  casualty  and  fire  insurance  in  apportioning  cost 
of  producing  and  transmitting  electricity,  see  App<«tionment, 
4. 

Allowance  for  fire  and  casualty  insurance  in  fixing  operating  ex- 
penses, see  Return,  101,  102. 

Right  of  utility  to  return  to  provide  against  casualties  such  sla  may 
be  guarded  against  by  insurance,  see  Return,  100. 

INSURANCE  DURING  CONSTRUCTION. 

Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

INTANGIBLE  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of  particular  kinds  of,  see  Valuation,  383-491. 

INTANGIBLE  TALUE. 

That  Commission  is  expert  body  having  history  of  utility  as  not 
affecting  burden  to  prove  intangible  value,  see  Valuation,  3. 

INTERCHANGE  SERVICE. 

Of  telephones,  jurisdiction  of  Commissions  over,  see  Service,  34. 
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INTERCORPORATE  RELATIONS,  I.,  U.  1»7 

INTERCORPOBATE   RELATIONS. 

J.  In  general,  i— 5. 
//.  Juriadicti€m^  powers  and  duties  of  Commissions,  4^0, 

III,  Filing  of  intercorporate  contracts,   7,  S, 

IV,  Physical  connection  of  telephones,  9^11, 

I,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  961. 

1.  One  telegraph  company  having  purchased  the  physical  property 
and  operating  rights  of  another  which  has  ceased  to  operate  will  be 
permitted  to  purchase  all  the  stock  of  the  other.  State  Public  Utili- 
ties Commission  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  432. 

2.  The  Massachusetts  Commission  will  not,  upon  an  application  for 
the  approval  of  an  issue  of  original  capital  stock  by  a  company  organ- 
ized for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  transmission  line  connecting  three 
companies,  pass  upon  the  question  whether  public  interest  will  be  bet- 
ter served  by  having  such  transmission  line  owned  by  one  of  the 
existing  corporations  or  by  a  new  corporation  organized  for  that  pur- 
pose,— it  appearing  that  the  corporations  were  all  under  a  common 
ownership  or  control.  Re  Eastern  Massachusetts  Electric  Co.  (Mass. 
Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)   P.U.R.1916D,  531, 

3.  A  contract  for  tlie  operation  of  the  lines  of  a  rural  telephone 
association  from  the  excliange  of  a  telephone  company  may  properly 
provide  that  all  instruments  used  shall  be  approved  by  the  company  and 
that  the  lines  and  instruments  will  be  connected  solely  with  its  system. 
Stickell  V.  Bell  Telephone  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1910A,  1070. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commissions, 

Pewer  of  New  York  Commission  to  require  street  railway,  without  fran- 
chise, to  extend  service  by  using  a  franchise  of  another  company, 
see  Skrvigb,  16. 

4.  The  approval  of  the  Ohio  Commission  is  not  necessary  to  agree- 
ments as  to  leases  between  utilities  not  furnishing  a  like  service  or  prod- 
uct and  doing  business  in  the  same  municipality  or  locality.  Re  Cin- 
cinnati Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  929. 

6.  Under  the  Washington  statute,  tlie  Public  Service  Commission 
upon  ordering  physical  connection  between  two  telephone  companies 
has  no  authority  to  establish  the  joint  rates  until  the  companies  "have 
failed*'  so  to  do.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit 
River  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  590  (S.  C.  —  Wash.—,  155  Pac. 
144,  former  hearing  in  &5  Wash.  29,  P.U.R.1916C,  902,  147  Pac.  885). 

6.  Upon  ordering  the  physical  connection  of  two  telephone  com- 
panies, the  Washington  Commission  has  no  authority  under  the  statute 
in  the  first  instance  to  make  any  rules  or  regulations  to  prevent  inter- 
ference with  the  service  of  a  third  company  which  had  connection  with 
one  of  them.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  590  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  155  Pac.  144, 
former  hearing  in  85  Wash.  29,  P.U.R.1915C,  902,  147  Pac.  885). 
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///.  Filing  of  intercorporate  contracts, 

7.  Copies  of  sleeping  car  contracts  between  a  railroad  and  a  sleep- 
ing car  company  should  be  filed  with  the  Commission.  Business  Men's 
League  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1»16B,  223. 

8.  Connecting  telephone  companies  in  South  Dalcota  are  required 
to  enter  into  written  rate  contracts  for  switching,  and  to  file  them  with 
the  Commission.     Re  Letcher  Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  486. 

/F.  Physical  connection  of  telephones. 

Power  of  Commission  as  to,  see  supra,  5,  6. 

9.  Only  completed  calls  can  be  charged  for  by  an  intermediate  tele- 
phone exchange  under  a  contract  fixing  the  charge  per  "message"  for 
switching  or  relaying  toll  messages.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Farm  & 
H.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  567. 

10.  Relay  tickets  for  completed  calls  should  be  given  the  sending 
company  by  an  intermediate  exchange  switching  or  relaying  toll  mes- 
sages. Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Farm  &  H.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  567. 

11.  Only  a  small  toll  charge  will  be  required  as  the  basis  for  com- 
pelling a  telephone  company  to  re-establish  physical  connection  with  an- 
other, where  the  companies  have  largely  obtained  their  subscribers  by 
ofltering  free  exchange,  where  both  have  prospered  without  a  toll  charge, 
where  a  burdensome  charge  would  result  in  irreparable  injury  to  the  ap- 
plicant, and  where  a  small  charge  will  discourage  unnecessary  calls  and 
be  compensatory.  Merton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pewaukee-Sussex  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  133. 

IITTEREST. 

Consideration  of,  in  apportioning  cost  of  producing  and  transmit- 
ting electricity,  see  Apportionment,  4. 

Apportionment  of  interest  on  securities  in  determining  cost  of  intra- 
state railroad  traffic,  see  Apportionment,  17. 

Basis  for  apportioning  interest  on  present  value  of  property  between 
toll  and  local  telephone  service,  see  Apportionment,  54. 

Apportionment  of  interest  on  construction  bonds  between  municipal, 
electric,  and  water  plant,  see  Apportionment,  72. 

Duty  of  utility  to  pay  interest  on  deposit  required  as  security  for 
payment,  see  Payment,  8,  9. 

Included  in  reparation  award,  see  Reparation,  2. 

Allowance  for  interest  in  estimating  operating  expenses,  see  Re- 
turn, 19. 

Interest  on  funded  debt  part  of  return  rather  than  operating  ex- 
pense, see  Return,  37. 

Interest  on  certificates  of  indebtedness  issued  against  investment 
from  surplus  earnings,  as  operating  charge,  see  Return,  66. 

Inability  to  pay  interest  on  bonds  as  indicating  that  rates  are  too 
low,  see  Return,  149. 

Utility  return  should  be  sufficient  to  attract  capital,  see  Return, 
152,  156-158. 
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Right  to  fix  return  for  utility  by  comparison  with  local  interest 
rates,  see  Rbtctbn,  166. 

Utility  to  pay  interest  on  payment  made  by  patron  to  secure  exten- 
sions of  service,  see  Sbbvick,  97. 

Working  capital  as  not  including  accrued  interest,  see  Valuation, 
347. 

niTEKEST  DURINO  OONSTRVCTION. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  64. 

Allowance  for  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  127,  129, 

133,  134,  141,  166-167. 
Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 
Allowance  for,  precluding  allowance  for  materials  carried  for  new 

construction,  see  Valuation,  241. 
Allowance  for,  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation,  312. 

ZNTERMEDIATE  ORDER. 

See  Obdebs. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE. 

I.  What  constitutes,  1—5. 
II.  Congressional  inaction,  6-5. 
III.  Power  of  state;  hurden  on,  9^18. 

Validity  of  statute  regulating  transmission  into  state  of  electricity  for 
sale  to  public  while  not  r^ulating  transmission  by  mining  company 
for  own  use,  see  Constitutional  Law,  23. 

Extension  of  credit  by  interstate  carrier,  as  imlawful  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  157,  158. 

Uniformity  of  intrastate  and  interstate  express  rates,  see  Rates,  145, 
146. 

Revenue  from  intrastate  haul  of  interstate  passenger  to  be  consid- 
ered in  fixing  intrastate  fare,  see  Rates,  164. 

J.  What  constitutes. 

Annotation  on  movement  of  freight  between  intrastate  points  as 
constituting  an  interstate  or  foreign  movement,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  149. 

1.  The  operation  of  interstate  trains  in  a  state  by  a  carrier  having 
no  authority  to  operate  outside  the  state  is  interstate  commerce.  Mia* 
souri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  585  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  — ,  L.R.A. 
— ,  — ,  181  S.  W.  721). 

2.  The  intrastate  distribution  of  electricity  transmitted  from  other 
states  is  not  interstate  commerce,  and  state  regulation  thereof  is  valid, 
at  least  in  the  absence  of  action  by  Congress  looking  toward  its  control. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  144. 

3.  It  is  no  part  of  interstate  commerce  to  sell  natural  gas  to  the 
consumers  thereof  in  this  state,  where  the  gas  sold  is  produced  in  both 
Kansas  and  Oklahoma,  and  that  produced  in  Oklahoma,  after  being 
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conveyed  in  pipe  lines  to  this  state,  is  so  commingled,  in  the  pipe  lines 
conveying  tlie  same,  i^ith  the  gas  produced  in  this  state,  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  separate  or  distinguish  that  produced  in  Oklahoma  from  that 
produced  in  Kansas,  and  after  being  so  commingled  it  is  conveyed  from 
city  to  city  throughout  the  state,  and  is  there  sold  to  the  consumers 
thereof.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (S.  C.  98 
Kan.  372,  152  Pac.  22). 

4.  The  furnishing  by  telegraph  companies  in  Boston  of  stock  quo- 
tations to  subscribers  by  means  of  tickers,  which  quotation  the  com- 
panies buy  from  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  transmitting  them  over 
their  wires  from  that  city  and  transferring  them  to  tickers  through 
their  own  instrumentalities  and  devices,  is  not  interstate  commerce, 
and  therefore  the  Federal  interstate  commerce  act  does  not  apply  to 
preclude  the  Massachusetts  Commission  from  preventing  discrimination 
in  the  ticker  service.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Foster,  P.U.R.IOIGF,  176 
(S.  C.  —  Mass.  — ,  113  N.  E.  192). 

5.  Tlie  reshipment  without  unloading  by  the  owner  to  points  with- 
out the  state,  of  goods  shipped  from  one  point  within  the  state  to  an- 
other, does  not  make  the  intrastate  haul  a  part  of  an  interstate  move- 
ment so  as  to  render  applicable  the  interstate  rate  rather  than  the 
state  rate,  where  the  owner  had  no  fixed  destination  for  the  goods 
when  the  original  shipment  was  made,  and  had  not  determined  whether 
he  would  convert  them  into  a  manufactured  article  or  forward  them 
to  interstate  points,  that  depending  on  the  market.  Hottelet  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  138. 


//.  Congressional  inaction, 

6.  A  State  Railroad  Commission,  in  the  absence  of  Federal  legis- 
lation on  the  subject,  may  order  interstate  trains  to  wait  thirty  min- 
utes at  a  point  for  connections.  Missouri,  K.  A  T.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
P.U.R.1916C,  585  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  — ,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  181  S.  W.  721). 

7.  Assuming  that  the  sale  of  natural  gas  produced  in  Oklahomo, 
from  there  transported  into  this  state  through  pipe  lines  and  here  sold 
to  consumers  throughout  the  state,  is  interstate  commerce,  it  is  not  na- 
tional in  its  nature,  it  does  not  admit  of  one  uniform  system  of  regula- 
tion, it  is  not  that  kind  of  interstate  commerce  which  requires  exclu- 
sive legislation  by  Congress,  and,  until  Congress  acts,  it  is  under  the 
control  of  this  state.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C, 
810   (S.  C.  96  Kan.  372,  152  Pac.  22). 

8.  Congress  has  not  assumed  jurisdiction  of  the  regulation  of  loco^ 
motive  headlights  so  as  to  abrogate  the  Illinois  law  on  the  subject, 
by  the  amendment  to  the  Federal  "boiler  .inspection  act,"  providing  for 
the  inspection  and  regulation  of  "the  entire  locomotive  .  .  .  and 
all  parts  and  appurtenances  thereof,''  since  such  provision  is  designed 
to  ascertain  the  condition  as  to  repair  and  fitness  for  service  of  the 
equipment,  father  than  to  prescribe  standards  of  efficiency,  and  no 
Federal  standard  for  headlights  has  been  prescribed.  Condon  v.  Van- 
dalia  R.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916f,  160. 
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III.  Power  of  state;  burden  on. 

Jurisdiction  ol  CommiBBion  to  regulate  service  on   interstate  trains* 
see  Sebvice,  44,  45. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  statute  requiring  elimination 
of  dangerous  grade  crossings  as  interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
see  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  16S. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  power  of  state  Commission  to  re- 
quire stopping  of  interstate  trains,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  regulation  of  operation  of 
railroads  as  affected  by  Federal  control  over  interstate  commerce,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  167. 

9.  A  penalty  imposed  upon  railroads  by  §  2644  of  the  Civil  Code 
of  North  Carolina  for  failure  to  refund  an  overcharge  collected  upon 
an  interstate  shipment  is  in  conflict  with  the  constitutional  legislation 
of  Congress  upon  the  same  subject,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  Blalock 
Hardware  Cb.  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1051 
(S.  C.  —  N.  C.  — ,  86  S.  E.  1026). 

10.  An  order  requiring  two  interstate  passenger  trains  to  stop  at 
small  to¥m8  is  ma  unreasonable  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce, 
where  it  appears  that  the  stops  wiU  prevent  the  making  ol  an  inter- 
-state  connection  and  the  meeting  of  competition,  that  the  towns  are 
served  by  one  local  and  two  fast  trains  each  way  daily,  and  that  any 
inadequacy  in  such  service  can  be  corrected.  Railroad  Commission  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  461  (S,  C.  —  Ala.  — ,  70  So.  645.) 

11.  A  state  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  require  the  stopping  of 
interstate  trains  at  a  border  community  located  within  40  miles  of  a 
metropolis  in  another  state,  to  enable  residents  to  visit  the  city  during 
business  hours  and  return  the  same  day,  and  to  improve  the  conditions 
of  traffic  to  the  county  seat  via  said  city, — especially  as  ade^mte  train 
service  would  aid  rather  than  impair  interstate  service.  HoUe  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  459. 

12.  That  the  shipments  to  an  owner  abutting  on  an  industrial  spur 
track  are  interstate  commerce  does  not  deprive  tha  Virgina  Commis- 
sion of  jurisdiction  of  his  complaint  to  require  the  railroad  to  rebuild 
t^e  spur,  where  it  is  used  hy  the  railroad  both  for  interstate  and  intra- 
state commerce,  and  the  rebuilding  will  be  in  aid  of  interstate  com- 
merce and  enable  the  railroad  to  do  both  classes  of  business  more 
efficiently.  Com.  ex  rel.  Royster  Guano  Co.  v.  Washington  &  O.  D. 
R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  716. 

13.  The  Idaho  Public  Utilities  act,  in  restricting  competition  unless 
required  by  public  convenience  and  necessity,  does  not  apply  to  the  in- 
terstate transmission  of  electricity,  even  in  the  absence  of  Federal  leg- 
islation on  the  subject,  in  view  of  the  facts  that  the  restri<^tion  may 
restrain  competitive  interstate  commerce  in  violation  of  the  Federal 
anti-monopoly  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  may  inhibit  the  receipt  or  dis- 
position of  an  imported  commodity  before  it  has  ceased  to  be  an  article 
of  interstate  trade,  in  violation  of  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  and  that  §  70  of  the  Idaho  act  provides  that  it  shall 
not  apply  to  interstate  commerce  except  as  may  be  permitted  by  tlia 
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Federal  Constitution  and  legislation.    Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v. 
Montana  Power  Co.  (Idalio)  P.U.R.1916E,  144. 

IHTER8TATE  COMMERCE  ACT. 

See  Statutes. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

See  also  Commissions. 

Binding  effect  of  decisions  of  state  Commission,  see  CoMMif^siONS,  6. 

As  vested  with  judicial  power,  see  Commissions,  16. 

Findings  by,  not  justifying  increase  of  state  rates,  see  Rates,  25. 

Rates  established  by,  applying  to  various  divisions  of  railroad  for 

surrounding  territory  as  proper  rates  for  stations  not  covered 

thereby,  see  Rates,  62. 
Uniformity  of   intrastate  express  rates  with  those  fixed  by,  see 

Rates,  145,  146. 
Limitation  of  value  of  stock  in  accordance  with  rules  of,  see  Rates, 

203. 

Abstract  of  case  passing  upon  the  power  of  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  secure  and  furnish  tank  <iar8  for 
shipment  of  oil,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  870. 

INTERSTATE  RATES. 

Increase  of  state  rates  to  correspond  with,  see  Ratbs,  25. 

INTERSTATE  TRAFFIC. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses,  revenues,  and  values  between 
interstate  and  intrastate  traffic,  see  Apportionment,  15-23. 

INTERSTATE  TRAINS. 

When  order  directing  stopping  of  interstate  trains  at  proposed  p84»- 
senger  station  would  not  be  justified,  see  SEByiCE,'206. 

INTERURRAN  RAILWAYS. 

Consolidation  of,  see  Consolidath>it,  I^Ieboieb,  and  Sale. 
Policy  of  Commission  as  to  permitting  construction  of  electric  rail- 
way at  grade  across  a  railroad,  see  Cbossinos,  11. 
Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  construction  of,  see  Ceb^ 

TIFICATE  OF  CONVENIENCE  AND  NBCBSSITT. 

Power,  under  anti-discrimination  statute,  to  prevent  discrimination 
against  part  of  city  in  issuance  of  street  and  interurban  rail- 
way transfers,  permitted  by  contract  ordinance,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  39. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  to  allow  highway  to  cross  in-' 
terurban  railway  as  involving  right  to  condemn  right  of  way, 
see  Crossings,  2. 

Fact  that  passengers  cross  interurban  railway  switch  in  reaching 
station  as  grounds  for  abolishing  it,  see  Crossings,  19. 

Speed  at  highway  crossing,  see  Crossings,  20. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Dbpreciation  generally,  and  particularly,  61. 
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Not  permitted  to  give  free  transportation  to  solicitors  for  another 
company,  see  Discrimination,  45. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discsimination  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 84-96. 

Rates  lor,  see  Ratbs  generally,  and  particularly,  149-160. 

Right  to  compare  fare  with  steam  railroad  rate,  see  Rates,  45. 

CompariBOB  of  fares  of  interurban  railway,  steam  railroad  and  streot 
railway,'  see  Rates,  53. 

Return  for  intemrban  railway,  see  Rktitbn,  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 1»7, 198. 

Contracts  with  patrons  along  interurban  railway  line  as  affecting 
right  to  increase  rates,  see  Return,  6. 

Service  by  interurban  railways,  see  Service  generally,  and  particu- 
larly, 164-171. 

Stops  for  interurban  railways,  see  Service,  169-171. 

Valuation  of  system,  see  Valuation. 

Abstract  of  caaes  dealing  with  rates  of,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
997. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  service  by.  Appendix,  P.U.R.19I6F, 
p.  1075. 

IHTRASTATE  COMMERCE. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses,  revenues,  and  values,  between 
interstate  and  intrastate  traffic,  see  Apportionment,  15-23. 

Effect  of  reshipment  without  unloading  to  make  intrastate  haul 
part  of  interstate  movement,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  5. 

Revenue  from  intrastate  haul  of  interstate  passengers  to  be  con- 
sidered in  fixing  intrastate  passenger  fares,  see  Rates,  164. 

UfVESTIOATION  OF  RATES. 

Of  increase  before  putting  it  into  effect,  see  Rates,  162. 
Cost  to  a  utility  of  an  investigation  of  its  rates  by  a  Commission 
as  an  operating  expense,  see  Return,  78-80. 

XHVESTMENT. 

Apportionment  of  generally,  see  Apportionment. 

As  basis  for  apportioning  cost  of  producing  and  transmitting  elec- 
tric energy,  see  Apportionment,  3. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  street  railway  property  used  on  several 
lines,  see  Apportionment,  34. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in  poles  used  jointly  by  the  electric 
and  telephone  departm^t  of  a  utility,  see  Apportionment,  71. 

Apportionment  of  investment  between  different  departments  of  a 
mining  company  furnishing  electricity,  see  Apportionment, 
79,  80. 

Of  depreciation  funds,  see  Depreciation,  93,  94. 

No  presumpticm  as  to  honesty  and  prudence  in  investing  capital  up- 
on which  utility  seeks  a  return,  see  Evidence,  12. 

Right  to  have  rate  fixed  upon  actual  investment  in  necessary  facili- 
ties, see  Rates,  14. 
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Investment  in  natural  gas  leases  and  wells  to  be  amortized,  see 
Return,  22. 

Consideration  of  investment  as  a  whole  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn, 
125-134. 

Not  imprudent  altliough  financial  results  are  not  promising,  sec 
Retubn,  141. 

Return  on  value  of  property  rather  than  actual  investment,  see  Re- 
turn, 146,  147. 

Return  that  will  attract  capital,  see  Rbtubn,  152,  156-1 58. 

Right  to  fix  return  for  utility  by  comparison  with  local  interest 
rate  and  return  from  ordinary  commercial  enterprise,  see  Re- 
turn, 166. 

Consideration  of  original  investment  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
28-44. 

Capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested  as  factor  in  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  41.  ^ 

Consideration  of  investment  from  earnings,  see  Valuation,  302- 
317. 

Duty  of  considering  investment  necessary  to  produce  proper  equip- 
ment in  valuing  inefficient  equipment,  see  Valuation,  247. 

Allowance  for  investments  in  water  rights  in  excess  of  carrying 
capacity  of  utility's  pipe  line,  see  Valuation,  261,  262. 

In  advance  of  present  needs,  see  Valuation,  257-264. 

Allowance  for  investment  in  coal  land  not  useful,  see  Vai.uatioNj 
272. 

IirVESTMENT  IN  EXCESS  OF  PRESENT  NEEDS. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  257-264. 

IOWA. 

Special  transportation  rates  as  authorized  by  Code  of,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 64. 

Policy  of  state  as  to  monopoly  and  competition,  see  Monopolt  and 
Competition,  3. 

Iowa  statute  requiring  railroads  to  run  two  passengers  trains  each 
way  when  ordered  by  Commission,  and  declaring  that  a  less 
number  of  trains  be  presumed  unreasonable  as  defining  reason- 
able and  adequate  service  in  all  cases,  see  Sebvicb,  197. 

IRREPARABLE  INJTTRT. 

Irreparable  injury  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute  providing  physical 
connection  between  competing  telephone  systems,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  69. 

IRRIGATION. 

See  also  Water. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  irrigation  plant  of  excess  capacity, 

see  Apportionment,  11. 
Apportionment  between  irrigation  and  domestic  water  service,  see 

Apportionment,  76. 
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Contract  fixing  rates  for,  as  affecting  power  of  Commission  to  regu- 
late, see  CoxsTiTUTioxAL  Law,  44,  47,  66. 

Jurisdiction  of  Nevada  Commission  to  allow  damages  for  failure 
to  furnish  water,  see  Damages,  3. 

Grant  of  free  water  to  secretary  for  services  as  unlawful  discrimina- 
tion,  see  Discrimination,  44. 

Irrigation  distributing  system  built  to  promote  sale  of  lauds  at)  pub- 
lic utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Nevada  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  rate  in  past 
season,  see  Rates,  17. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  160. 

Allowance  for  loss  of  water  in  distribution,  see  Return,  116. 

Return  for  irrigation  company,  see  Return  generally,  and  par- 
ticularly, 194-196. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  irrigation  company  to  take  over 
private  ditch,  see  Service,  7. 

Right  of  farmer  having  electric  service  for  irrigation  purposes  to 
use  surplus  energy  for  other  purposes,  see  Service,  146. 

Purity  of  irrigation  water  for  domestic  use,  see  Service,  172. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  of  water  company  prohibiting  irrigation  of 
lawns  and  gardens  during  certain  hours,  see  Service,  291. 

Valuation  of  system,  see  Valuation. 

Consideration  of  value  of  niining  ditch  in  valuing  irrigation  proper- 
ty,  see  Valuation,  253. 

Right  to  allowance  for  capacity  value  of  reservoirs,  see  Valuation, 
255. 

Right  to  value  water  rights  on  the  basis  of  capitalization  of  detri- 
ment to  lower  riparian  irrigated  land,  see  Valuation,  468. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  irrigation  rates,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1005. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  irrigation  service,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1061. 

ISSUANCE  OF  SECUBITIES. 

See  Security  Issues. 

ISSUES. 

Averment  in  answer  as  not  raising  issue,  in  enforcing  reparation, 
see  Reparation,  30,  35. 

JITNEYS. 

See  generally  Automobiles. 

Definition  of  jitney,  see  Automobiles,  2. 

JOINT  ENTERPRISE. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  in  case  of,  see  Apportionment,  II. 

JOINT  RATES. 

Power  to  apportion  joint  rates  not  included  in  statutory  power  to 
establish  joint  rates,  see  Apportionment,  ^2. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


206  JOINT  USE-nJUDICIAL  POWERS. 

Interest  of  shipper  in  apportionment  of  through  rates  between  car- 
riers, see  Appobtionment,  99. 

Division  of,  see  Appobtionment,  99-106. 

Statutes  providing  for  apportionment  of  joint  rates,  as  contraven- 
ing constitutional  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  7. 

On  railroads,  see  Rates,  192,  193. 

Consideration  of  division  of  through  rates^  in  ratemaking,  see 
Retuen,  6.  • 

JOINT  USE. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  joint  use  of  telephone  facilities, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  304. 

JUDGMENTS. 

Amount  of,  essential  to  appellate  jurisdiction  to  review,  see  Appeal 

AND  Review,  6. 
Final  judgment  for  purposes  of  appeal,  see  Appeial  and  Review, 

8,9. 
Review  by  writ  of  certiorari,  see  Cistiorabi. 
Right  to  require  agreement  to  entry  of  judgment  with  waiver  of 

exemption  for  sum  due  for  service,  see  Paymsnt,  39. 
Increase  in  fare  to  prevent  operation  at  loss  although  system  built 

under  error  of  judgment,  see  Return,  143. 
Consideration  of  skill  and  judgment  exerted  during  construction 

when  fixing  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  143. 

1.  The  ruling  of  a  court  that  a  Commission  cannot  deny  an  appli 
cation  for  authority  to  issue  refunding  bonds  on  the  groimd  that  the 
company  would  not  have  property  or  earnings  sufficient  to  support  the 
proposed  issue  is  not  obiter  dictay  and  is  binding  upon  the  Commission 
on  a  subsequent  application  to  issue  sucli  bonds,  although  its  order 
was  affirmed  on  the  ground  of  absence  of  showing  that  the  refunded 
debts  were  incurred  for  capital  charges,  it  appearing  that  the  ruling 
was  not  made  casually  but  after  a  full  discussion.  Re  Dry  Dock,  £.  B. 
&  B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  551. 

JUDICIAL  FUNCTIONS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  dissolution  of  consolidated  cor- 
porations, see  Consolidation,  Meboeb,  and  Sale,  16. 

Consideration  by  Commission  of  objection  that  merger  of  competing 
telephone  companies  will  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  franchises, 
see  Consolidation,  Meroeb,  and  Sale,  17. 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 

See  Evidence,  17,  18. 

JUDICIAL  POWERS. 

Of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  see  Commissions,  16. 
Of  Commissions,  see  Commissions,  16-32. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of,  see  Constttuhonal  Law,  64, 
66. 
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Order  of  reparation  as  exercise  of  judicial  power,  see  Reparation, 
13. 

JUBICIAX  SALE. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  require  a  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure 
sale  to  continue  operation  of  a  railroad,  see  Seecvice,  26. 

JURISDICTION. 

Of  appellate  courts,  see  Appeal  Ain>  Review,  4-12. 
Of  Commission,  see  Commissions,  3-44. 
Of  court  generally,  see  Coubts. 

JURY  TRIAL. 

Order  of  Commission  requiring  reparation  which  can  he  enforced 
only  hy  a  court  action  as  denial  of  trial  by  jury,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  30. 

Award  of  reparation  as  violation  of  right  of  trial  by  jury,  see  Repa- 
ration, 13. 

Statutory  provision  for  jury  trial  as  affecting  enforcement  of  repa- 
ration awards,  see  Reparation,  34. 

KAHSA8. 

Powers  and  duties  of  Commission  upon  approving  lease  of  a  tele- 
phone plant,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  13. 

Necessity  of  notice  of  hearing  upon  complaint  as  to  inadequate 
telephone  service  under  Kansas  statute,  see  Pbocedube,  5. 

KENTVCKT. 

Jurisdiction  of  appellate  court,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  6. 
Necessity  of  petition  in  enforcing  reparation  award  under  Kentucky 

statute,  see  Repabation,  29. 
Statute  for  trial  by  jury  considered  in  enforcing  reparation  award, 

see  Reparation,  34. 

KHIFE  SWITCHES. 

Not  to  be  used  by  telephcme  company,  see  Service,  249. 

KNOWLEDGE. 

Matters  within  one's  own,  not  put  in  issue  by  answer,  see  Repara- 
tion, 30. 

UkBOR. 

Consideration  of  present  day  wages  in  fixing  cost  to  reproduce  prop- 
erty, see  Valuation,  92. 


Rates  for  Mazda  lamps,  see  Rates,  111. 

Minimum  bill  for  electric  lighting  varying  according  to  number  of 

sockets,  see  Rates,  141. 
Paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation,  312. 
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LAND. 

Apportionment  of  value  of,  used  by  electric  utility  supplying  several 
communities,  see  Apportionment,  8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  against  railroad  for 
flooding  farm,  see  Dahaoes,  5. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 
^  utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 

nent Domain,  3. 

Allowance  to  promoter  for  value  of  water  power  over  value  of  ripar- 
ian lands,  considered  as  farm  or  forest  land,  see  Valuation, 
132. 

Cost  of  obtaining,  as  overhead  expense,  see  Valuation,  132. 

Amount  allowed  as  overhead  expense  for  buying  and  holding  land 
until  plant  is  ready  for  operation,  see  Valuation,  184. 

Consideration  of  profits  from  sale  of  land  by  owner  of  water  system, 
see  Valuation,  235. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation^  264,  272,  282,  283,  285,  286,  289,  290, 
304,  322-333. 

LANDLORD. 

Right  of  water  utility  to  refuse  service  to  tenant  because  of  owner's 

unpaid  water  bill,  see  Payment,  26. 
Combination  of  electrical  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to 

secure  reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Rates,  38. 
Separate  water  charges  to  tenants  in  one  building  using  one  set 

of  fixtures,  see  Rates,  258. 

LANDOWNERS. 

See  also  Abuttinq  Owners. 

Consideration  of  objections  of,  to  grant  of  certificate  of  public  good, 

see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Nbcessitt,  12. 
Enforcement  of  agreement  to  furnish  access  to  station,  see  Service, 

190. 

LARCENT. 

Basis  for  computing  payment  for  misappropriated  service,  see 
Rates,  109. 

LARGE  CONSUMERS. 

Reduced  rates  to  as  discriminatory,  see  Discbimination,  52-59. 

LAUNCHES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Washington  Commission  to  regulate  rates  of  docks 
or  wharves  used  for  docking  passenger  launches,  see  Public 
Utilities,  34. 

LAUNDRIES. 

Higher  minimum  water  rates  for,  as  discriminatory,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 127,  128. 
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LAW. 

See  also  Questions  of  Law  asd  Fact;  Rulings  of  Law. 
Street  railway  reorganization  plan  to  be  consistent  with  laws  of  thA 
state,  see  Reobganizahon,  6. 

LAWNS. 

Low  residence  rates  for  water  to  preserve  lawns  and  trees  as  un- 
lawful discrimination,  see  Discsimination,  124. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  of  waten  company  probibiting  sprinkling 
lawns  and  gardens  during  certain  hours,  see  Sebvicb,  29L 

LEAN  TEARS. 

See  also  Losses. 

Allowance  for  losses  during,  see  Valuation,  387. 

LEASEHOLDS. 

Right  to  require  Commission's  approval  of  encumbrance  on  prop- 
erty of  foreign  corporation,  see  Secubity  Issues,  1. 

LEASES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  over  the  leasing  of  warehouse 
or  industry  site  for  conducting  private  business,  see  Commis- 
sions, 36. 

Powers  and  duties  of  Kansas  Commission  upon  approving  lease  of 
a  telephone  plant,  see  Consolidation,  Mbbgbb,  attd  Sale,  13. 

Fraud  as  ground  for  denying  approval  of  municipal  gas  franchise 
and  lease,  see  Franchises,  18. 

Necessity  of  Ohio  Commission's  approval  of  lease  between  utilities, 
see  Intercorporate  Relations,  4. 

Lease  of  telephone  plant  to  permit  lessee  to  furnish  less  expensive 
service,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  20. 

Natural  gas  leases  to  be  amortized,  see  Return,  22. 

Amount  expended  for  acquiring  and  holding  natural  gas  leaacfl,  as 
operating  expense,  see  Return,  73. 

Subsidiary's  payment  to  parent  company  for  lease  of  instruments 
as  operating  expense,  see  Return,  98,  99. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  over  bonds  of  foreign  cor- 
poration incumbering  leasehold  interest  of  railroad  under  state 
franchise,  see  Security  Issues,  8. 

Applicability  of  New  Jersey  statute  limiting  sale  price  to  bonds  of 
foreign  corporation  operating  railroad  as  lessee,  see  Security 
Issues,  60. 

Valuation  of  leased  property,  see  Valuation,  281a,  206-301. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  971. 

1.  A  lease  by  a  telephone  company  of  its  plant  to  an  individual 
of  untried  capacity,  as  an  experiment  in  furnishing  a  less  expensive 
service,  must  provide  for  termination  by  the  Commission.  Re  True 
(Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  897. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 14. 
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I.EOAL  EXPENSES. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Sboubut  Issues,  64. 

As  an  overhead  expense,  see  Valuation,  133,  134,  142-145. 

Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

IiEOAL  REMEDIES. 

See  Reuidies. 

LEGISLATIVE  POWSB. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of  legislative  power  in  violation 
of  Kentucky  Constitution,  see  Constitutional  Law,  64. 

LEGISLATURE. 

Power  of  legislature  to  waive  right  of  municipality  in  contract 
fixing  rate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  40,  64. 

Delegation  of  powers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  61,  62. 

Consideration  of  argument  before  legislative  committee  in  interpret- 
ing unambiguous  statute,  see  Statuik^  2. 

LESSEE. 

Right  of  lessee  to  maintain  syit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order 

approving  sale  of  leased  telephone  line,  see  Pabties,  8. 
Right  to  refuse  service  to  tenant  because  of  owner's  unpaid  water 

bill,  see  Payment,  26. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  one  conducting  parcel  room  in 

leased  space  in  depot,  see  Public  Utilities^  23. 
Fact  that  profits  go  to  lessee  afi  objection  against  increase  of  street 

railway  rates,  see  Ratvs,  210. 

LIABILITY. 

Liability  of  utility  in  obeying  order  of  Commission  with  reference 
to  grade  crossings,  see  Obdebs,  2. 

LICENSES. 

Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  operation  of  automobiles 
as  common  carriers,  notwithstanding  possession  of  state  or  city 
license,  see  Axttomobilbs,  7,  8. 

Municipal  ordinances  requiring  licenses  for  operation  of  jitneys,  see 
Automobiles,  12-16. 

Requiring  license  and  regulating  operation  of  jitneys  as  taking 
property  for  public  use  without  compensation,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  9. 

Higher  license  fee  for  jitneys  as  violation  of  constitutional  guaranty 
of  equal  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  26. 

Jitney  ordinance  increasing  license  fees  as  impairing  contract  obli- 
gation, see  Constitutional  Law,  59. 

Injunction  against  operation  of  jitneys  for  failure  to  secure  license, 
see  Injunction,  3. 

Operation  of  jitney  bus  without  license  as  public  nuisance,  see 
Nuisance,  1. 
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Municipal  license  to  operate  a  public  vehicle  as  property,  see  Pbop- 
EBTT,  1. 

LIEH. 

Requiring  farmers  to  sign  contract  providing  that  electric  bills  shall 
be  a  lien  on  land  as  discrimination,  see  Disobimination,  151. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  providing  that  service  bill  shall  be  a 
lien  on  land,  see  Pathent,  38. 

LIFE  SZPBCTANOT. 

Of  property  as  element  in  computing  depreciation,  see  generally 
Depbbciation,  20-37, 

IJFE  TABLES. 

Use  of,  in  determining  depreciation  where  inspection  of  property 
is  impracticable,  see  Valuation,  106. 

UOHTIHO. 

See  also  Eleotbioitt;  Gas. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  between  municipal  lighting  service  and 
commercial  and  domestic  service,  see  Afpchitionmjcnt,  5. 

Exclusion  of  dynamos  and  generators  for  electric  lights  from  par- 
ticipation in  industrial  power  rates,  as  discriminatory,  see 
Discrimination,  80. 

Right  to  allow  discount  for  lighting  separate  buildings  of  one  con- 
sumer, see  Rates,  7. 

Comparison  of  rates  for  municipal  street  lighting,  see  Rates,  44. 

Rate  for  residence  and  commercial  lighting,  see  Rates,  114,  116. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  moving  picture  theaters,  see 
Rates,  119. 

LIGHTING  DISTRICT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  pass  upon  legality  of  establishment 
of,  see  Commissions,  28. 

LIMITATION. 

Of  value  of  live  stock,  see  Rates,  202,  203. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

Right  to  waive  defense  of  statute  of  limitations  for  filing  reparation 

claims,  see  Discrimination,  160. 
Time  for  filing  claim  for  reparation,  see  Repabation,  37,  38. 

LmiTED  FRANCHISE. 

See  also  Franchises. 

Losses  caused  by  expiration  of  franchise  to  be  amortized,  see  Re- 
turn, 27-29. 

UMITER. 

Flat  rate  for  electric  service  rendered  through  "limiter"  controlling 
maximum  demand,  see  Rates,  125. 
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UNE  EXPENSE. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses,  between  line  and  terminal,  see 
Appobtionment,  29-31. 

LITIGATION. 

Cost  to  a  utility  of  an  mrestigation  of  its  rates  by  a  Commission 

as  an  operating  expense,  see  Retcrn,  77-80. 
Expenses  incurred  in  defending  litigation  as  operating  expense,  see 

Return,  82. 

LIVE  STOCK. 

Discrimination  in  switching  charge  for  live  stock  shipment,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 103. 

Stopping  in  transit  to  test  market  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 137-139. 

Limitation  of  value  of,  see  Rates,  202,  203. 

Charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting  cars,  see  Rates,  204. 

LOADING  CARS. 

Allowance  to  shipper  for  loading  commodity  fron  boats  or  dodcs 

to  car,  see  Rates,  199. 
Greater  loading  expense  than  competitor  as  ground  for  reducing 

freight  rates,  see  Rates,  71. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  railroad  to  build  platform  for 

loading  and  imloading  heavy  machinery,  see  SERvr€E,v46. 
Duty  to  build  platform  at  station  for  loading  and  unloading  heavy 

machinery,  see  Service,  195. 

LOAN. 

Right  to  fix  return  for  utility  by  comparison  with  local  interest 
rates  charged  for  money  loaned,  see  Return,  166. 

Payment  for  extension  of  gas  service  to  be  considered  as  loan,  see 
Service,  97. 

LOCAL  AUTHORITIES. 

See  also  Municipalities. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 

imder  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 

hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carriers,  1. 
Validity  of  street  railway  franchise  and  consent  of  local  authorities 

as  aflfected  by  invalidity  of  separable  cause  of  franchise,  see 

Franchises,  7. 
Jurisdiction  of,  over  complaint  against  removal  of  street  railway 

tracks,  see  Service.  22. 

LOCAL  DEMAN2>. 

For  money,  consideration  of,  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see  Retubw, 
162. 
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LOCALITIES. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  property  of  an  electric  utility  supplying 
many  conmranities,  see  Afpobtionment,  8,  8a,  10. 

Apportionment  of  revenue  from  public  fire  protection  service  of 
water  plant,  see  Appobtionmbnt,  64. 

Discrimination   in   rates  between   different  communities,   see  Dis- 

CBIMINATTON,  15-23. 

Discrimination  in  rates  between  localities,  see  Discrimination, 
15-23. 

Discrimination  by  street  railway  company  against,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 106. 

Comparison  of  rates  in  same  or  different  localities,  see  Rates,  40- 
62. 

Zone  rates  tested  by  comparison  between  localities,  see  Rates,  51.. 

Extension  of  similar  railroad  passenger  service  to  a  nearby  town, 
see  Service,  74. 

Duty  of  telephone  to  make  noncompensatory  extensions  to  locali- 
ties having  no  means  of  communicating  with  trade  centers,  sec 
Service,  78. 

LOCAL  OWNERSHIP. 

Of  home  industry*  as  affecting  coqsolidation,  see  Conboudatiok, 
Merger,  and  Sale,  27,  28. 

LOCAL  RATES. 

Comparison  between  local  rates  and  division  of  joint  rates,  see  Ap- 
portionment, 101. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  establish  excessive  rates  by  showing  that 
rates  exceed  sum  of  locals,  see  Evidence,  23. 

LOCAL  SERVICE. 

Apportionment  of  telephone  expenses  between  toll  and  local  service, 
see  Apportionment,  43-47. 

Not  to  be  required  of  interurban  railways  operated  on  street  rail- 
way tracks,  see  Service,  164. 

LOCAL  SUBSCRIBERS. 

Discrimination  in  telephone  rates  between  local  and  rural  subscrib- 
ers, see  Discrimination,  116-118. 

LOCATION. 

Of  whistling  posts  at  highway  grade  crossings,  see  Crossings,  3,  21. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  entered 
into  as  inducement  to  consumer  to  locate  plant  in  city,  see 
Rates,  21. 

Freight  rates  to  give  consumers  benefit  of  proximity  to  manufactur- 
ing plant,  see  Rates,  197. 

Right  of  shippers  to  reduction  in  freight  rates  on  accoimt  of  favor- 
able location  of  competitor,  see  Rates,  198. 
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Use  raAher  than  location  of  telephone  aB  determining  clseBifieaikm 
as  residential  or  business,  see  Rates,  224. 

As  element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  seemity  issue  for  con- 
struction of  monorail  railroads,  see  Seoubitt  Issubb,  71. 

Consideration  of  location  of  plant  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  33. 

LOCOMOTIVES. 

Proof  of  violation  c^  Headlights  Law,  see  Railroads,  1. 

Illinois  Headlights  Law  not  superseded  by  Federal  statute,  see  Tn- 

TRB8TATE  COMMSBCB,  8. 

LONG  AND  8HOBT  HAUIm 

See  also  Discbimination,  101,  102. 

Lower  interurban  fare  for  passengers  clMnging  cara  than  for  fares 

charged  for  continuous  ride,  as  discriminaticMi,  see  Disgbimina- 

TION,  84. 
Higher  rates  for  short  haul  as  sufficient  to  show  rates  excessive,  see 

EVUUBNCE,  23. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  long  and  short  haul  laws,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  p.  619. 

LONG  DISTJlNOE  TEIiEPHOKE. 

Lease  of  telephone  plant  to  furnish  long  distance  connection,  ae^ 

Monopoly  and  Competition,  26. 
Physical  connection  of  telephones  to  furnish,  see  SbeviOB,  257. 
Right  to  require  physical  connection  between  telephone  companies 

giving  local   service  only  and  competing  company  to  enable 

subscriber  of  former  to  obtain  long  distance  service  on  latter 

under  Ohio  statute,  see  SisviGi:,  261. 

LONG  TERM  RATE. 

Higher  street  lighting  rate  for  short  term  contract^  see  Rates,  8. 

LOSSES. 

See  also  Operation  at  a  Loss. 

Accounting  for  fire  loss,  see  Accounting,  1. 

Allowance  for  loss  of  natural  gas  in  distributing  lines,  see  Natcbal 
Gas,  1. 

Liability  for  damage  for  loss  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing 
freight  rates,  see  Rates,  35. 

Minimum  charge  as  protection  against  loss  in  early  years  of  exten- 
sion, see  Rates,  91. 

Increase  in  railroad  fare  to  prevent,  see  Rates,  167. 

Necessity  of  suffering  actual  loss  to  warrant  reparation,  see  Repaba- 
TION,  1,  2. 

Public  not  interested  in  profit  or  losses  of  private  enterprises  of  a 
utility,  see  Rbtubn,  1. 

Amortization  of  losses,  see  generally  Return,  22-34. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  inspecting  and  repairing  natural  gas  mains 
to  decrease  loss  of  gas,  see  Retubn,  60. 
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Allowance  for  losses  due  to  floods  and  wind  in  fixing  operating  ex- 
penses, see  Return,  107-109. 

Allowance  for  bad  accounts,  see  Return,  110-113. 

Allowance  for  loss  of  commodity  in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see 
Return,  114-117. 

Part  of  loss  from  unprofitable  all-night  service  to  be  borne  by  utility, 
see  Return,  155. 

Discontinuance  of  service  carried  on  at  a  loss,  see  Service,  99,  100, 
103,  106. 

Consideration  of  losses  in  fixing  going  value,  see  Valuation,  385- 
446. 

LOT. 

Minimum  charge  against  each  house  on  same  lot,  see  Rates,  96. 

LOUISIANA. 

Application  of  statute  regulating  procedure  on  review  to  pending 
suits,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  2. 

Louisiana  Commission  without  judicial  powers,  see  Commissions, 
16. 

Retrospective  legislation  not  prohibited  by  Constitution,  see  Con- 
stitution ai.  Law,  73. 

Monthly  service  charge  as  violating  statute,  see  Rates,  102. 

Express  rates  in,  see  Rates,  146. 

Rule  as  to  collecting  excess  fares  from  passengers  boarding  trains  at 
agency  stations  without  tickets,  see  Rates,  177. 

Jurisdiction  of  Louisiana  Commission  to  award  reparation,  sec 
Reparation,  18,  19. 

LUMBER. 

Discrimination  in  freight  rates,  see  Discrimination,  99. 
Necessity  of  securing  a  certificate  of  convenience  for  construction  of 

tramway  across  a  public  highway,  see  Public  Utilities,  31. 
Rate  for,  see  Rates,  208. 
Equipment  of  cars  for  shipment  of  lumber  under  New  Hampshire 

statute,  see  Service,  212-214. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  shipper  to  see  that  equipment  for 

shipment  of  lumber  is  taken  from  station  to  car  and  return, 

see  Service,  214. 

MAOHINEBT. 

See  also  Construction  AifD  Equipment. 

Discarded  machinery,  see  Property  Not  in  Use. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  railroad  to  build  platform 
for  loading  and  unloading  heavy  machinery,  see  Service,  4^. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  erect  platform  for  loading  and  imloadiug  heavy 
machinery,  see  Service,  195. 

Cost  of  supplies  for  testing  machinery  as  part  of  cost  of  construc- 
tion of  plant,  see  Valuation,  231. 
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MAILS. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  order  free  transportation  of  mail 
carriers  by  street  railways,  see  Commissions,  30. 

Power  of  Philippine  Commission  to  pass  on  validity  of  statutes  re- 
quiring free  carriage  of,  see  Commissions,  24. 

MAINE. 

Effect  of  Section  88  of  Maine  Utilities  Act  upon  special  statute 
authorizing  a  utility  to  own  sto<^  in  other  utilities,  see  Con- 
solidation, MsRoiB,  AND  Sale,  10,  11. 

Sale  of  all  of  utility's  capital  stock  as  carrying  transfer  of  franchise 
requiring  consent  of  Commisaion,  see  Consolidation,  Merger, 
and  Sale,  12. 

Power  of  Maine  ConpiUMioa  to  require  railroad  to  remove  cover 
over  bridge  obstructing  view  of  travelers  on  highway,  see  Cross- 
ings, 6. 

Schools  as  charitable  or  benevolent  purpose  within  meaning  of  Maine 
statute  authorizing  free  service,  see  Discrimination,  29. 

Reparation  of  excessive  freight  charges  under  Maine  statute,  see 
Reparation,  4. 

Necessity  of  publishing  reduced  rate  within  thirty  days  of  shipment 
to  permit  reparation  under  Maine  statute,  see  Reparation,  20. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  the  issuance  of  bonds  and  stock,  see 
Security  Issues,  10. 

Authority  to  declare  stock  dividends  under  Maine  statute,  see 
Security  Issues,  25. 

Authorization  by  Commission  of  the  issuance  of  securities  for  pro- 
motion and  preliminary  expenses,  see  Security  Issues,  30,  31. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  funds  collected  for  poles  by  pro- 
spective consumers  agreeing  to  furnish  poles,  see  Service,  8. 

Power  of  Commisaion  to  require  electric  utility  to  make  extensions, 
see  Service,  9. 

Power  of  Maine  Commission  to  investigate  refusal  of  gas  company 
to  extend  service  to  single  applicant  under  §  41,  Public 
Utilities  Act,  requiring  a  complaint  to  be  made  by  ten  persons, 
see  Service,  10. 

Written  contract  for  service  under  statute  of,  see  Service,  116. 

Order  of  Commission  requiring  utility  to  furnish  pure  water,  see 
Service,  280. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  free  and  reduced  transportation  to 
charitable  institutions  under  Maine  statute,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  623. 

MAINS  AND  PIPES. 

Grant  of  right  to  lay  water  mains  as  precluding  city  from  requiring 
extension  for  enlarging  mains  to  furnish   fire  protection,  sec  . 
Constitutional  Law,  60. 

Minimum  charge  where,  are  installed  by  consumers,  see  Rates,  99. 

Water  rate  for  bath  tubs  not  connected  to  supply  pipe,  see  Rate*!, 
2G8,  209. 

Size  of  pipe  as  basis  of  minimum  water  charge,  see  Rates,  275. 
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Power  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  consumers*  payments  for 

extensions  and  service  connections,  see  Repasation,  23,  24. 
Allowance  for  the  cost  of  inspecting  and  repairing  natural  gas  mains 

to  decrease  loss  of  gas,  see  Rstubn,  60. 
New  York  Commission  as  having  power  to  compel  extension  of, 

although  statute  does  not  mention,  see  Sebvice,  11. 
Jurisdiction  of  California  Commission  to  require  extension  of  water 

mains  for  purpose  of  fire  protection,  see  Service,  17,  18. 
Power  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  a  city,  operating  a  water 

plant,  to  install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  see 

Sebvics,  2a. 
Extensioa  of  service  by  means  of,  see  generally  Sebvice,  52-97. 
Cost  and  maintenance  of  service  connections  between  mains  and 
^     property  lines,  see  Sebvice,  13^-141. 
Fee  for  tapping,  see  Service,  142. 
Duty  of  gas  utility  to  provide  mains  to  furnish  proper  circulation 

of  gas,  see  Sebvice,  159. 
Duty  of  natural  gas  utility  to  resume  service  on  system  damagvl 

in  street  grading,  see  Service,  174. 
Dead  end  in  gas  main  as  ground  for  refusing  extension  of  natural 

gas  service,  see  Service,  176. 
Water  utility  not  required  to  enlarge  mains  to  furnish  municipal 

fire  protection,  see  Service,  294. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  75,  267,  275,  293. 
Allowance  for  overhead  expense  for  pipe  lines,  see  Valuation,  198. 
Allowance  for  pavement  over  mains  in  valuation  proceedings,  sec 

Valuation,  210-222. 
Costs  of  lowering  water  mains  upon  change  of  street  grade  as  part 

of  cost  of  plant  for  municipal  purchase,  see  Valuation,  229. 
Cost  of  supplies  for  testing  mains  and  pipes  as  part  of  cost  of  con- 
struction of  plant,  see  Valuation,  231. 

Annotation  on  right  of  water  utility  to  require  consumer  to  pay 
for  installing  and  maintaining  service  connection,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  447. 

MAINTENANCE. 

Consideration  of,  in  apportioning  cost  in  producing  and  transmit- 
ting electricity,  see  Apportionment,  4. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  maintenance  of  physical  connection  be- 
tween water  utilities,  see  Appobtionment,  95. 

Duty  to  maintain  bridge,  see  Bridges,  1-3. 

Of  pole  lines,  transmission  lines,  transformers,  etc.,  to  be  paid  for 
out  of  earnings,  see  Depreciation,  6. 

Eflfect  of  high  allowance  for,  upon  allowance  for  depreciation,  see 
Depreciation,  19,  20. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  require  electric  consumers  to  repair 
service  lines  connecting  with  transmission  line,  see  Service,  37. 

MAINTENANCE  CHARGE. 

See  also  Costs  and  Expenses. 
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Varying  of,  according  to  horse  power  of  connected  load  without 
regard  to  active  load  as  discriminatory,  see  Disoriminatiox, 
72. 

For  electric  power,  see  Rates,  104. 

MANAGEMENT. 

Power  of  Massachusetts  Commission  to  investigate  methods  of  dis- 
position of  scrap  material,  see  Commissions,  39. 

Transfer  of  local  control  to  nonresidents,  as  factor  aflfeeting  consoli- 
dation, see  Consolidation,  Meboeb,  and  Sale,  27. 

Failure,  while  paying  dividends,  to  provide  for  depreciation  of 
street  railway  property,  as  mismanagement,  see  Depreciation, 
16. 

Consideration  of  part  financial  mismanagement  of  railroads  in  fixing 
rates,  see  Rates,  33. 

Profits  realized  through  management  of  utility  by  stockholder  as 
part  of  return,  see  Retubn,  14. 

Economy  in  street  railway  operation,  see  Return,  40-53. 

Subsidiary  payment  to  parent  company  for  executive  and  manage- 
ment services,  see  Return,  96-99. 

Consideration  of  efficiency  of  operation  and  of  economy  in  manage- 
ment in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  160-162. 

Loss  from  inefficient  management  as  cost  of  developing  business, 
see  Valuation,  411. 

MANAGER. 

Basis  of  apportioning  salary  of,  between  departments  of  a  utility 
furnishing  electricity  and  telephone  service,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 70. 

Allowance  for  salaries  of  manager,  see  Return,  84-94. 

Expenses  for,  in  reorganization  as  chargeable  to  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 120. 

MANDAMUS. 

/.  In  general,  1,  2. 
II.  To  Commission,  3,  4. 
III.  To  enforce  order  of  Commission,  ^3^—0. 

/.  In  general. 

Mandamus  as  "civil  action"  within  meaning  of  statutes  providing  for 
removal  of  causes  from  a  state  to  a  Federal  court,  see  Removal  of 
Causes,  ]. 

Power  of  Commission  to  give  relief  in  the  nature  of  mandamus,  see 
Service,  189. 

1.  Mandamus  being  a  discretionary  writ,  the  court  will  refuse  to 
issue  the  writ  where  it  would  be  useless  or  futile,  and  of  no  public 
benefit.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  56  (S.  C.  96  Kan. 
833,  154  Pac.  235). 
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2.  In  an  original  proceeding  in  mandamus,  a  supplemental  petition 
was  filed  asking  the  co\irt  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from  prosecuting  an 
action  begun  in  a  Federal  court,  the  plaintiff  claiming  that  the  juris- 
diction  of  this  court  in  the  original  proceeding  was  thereby  interfered 
with  Upon  a  consideration  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings,  the 
court  finds  that  nothing  substantial  remains  to  be  determined  in  the 
original  or  supplemental  proceeding,  and  the  injunction  is  therefore 
denied  and  the  proceeding  in  mandamus  dismissed.  State  ex  rel.  Caster 
V.  FUnnelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  66  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  833,  154  Pac.  235). 

//.  To  Conttniseion, 

3.  Mandamus  will  lie  to  control  the  action  of  the  Indiana  Commis- 
sion with  reference  to  an  application  for  authority  to  issue  securities, 
since^  under  the  statute,  such  action  is  ministerial,  and  not  discretion- 
ary, notwithstanding  the  Commission  must  assure  itself  of  the  existence 
of  certain  facts  before  granting  its  approvaL  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  42  (S.  C.  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  10). 

4.  Mandamus  will  lie  to  control  the  action  of  the  Indiana  Commis- 
sion with  r^erenoe  to  applications  for  the  issuance  of  securities,  since 
the  statute  does  not  afford  the  legal  remedy  of  appeal  from  such  action. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  42  (S.  C.  —  Ind.  — , 
lllN.  E.  10). 

///.  To  enforce  order  of  Commission, 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by  man- 
damus or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and  orders,  see  * 
Pbocedube,  7.  ' 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  mandamus  to  enforce  order  of  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1918E,  p.  349. 

5.  A  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  enforce  an  order  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  before  it  is  fully,  finally,  and  completely 
made.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (S.  C.  98 
Kan.  372,  152  Pac.  22). 

6.  A  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  enforce  an  order  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  fixing  rates  for  the  service  rendered  by  a 
public  utility,  where  the  rates  fixed  are  unjust,  unreasonable,  or  are  not 
compensatory.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (S. 
C.  96  Kan.  372,  152  Pac.  22). 

7.  Where  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commissioners  requires  th? 
construction  of  a  depot  of  stated  dimensions  at  a  stated  place  in  a 
municipality,  the  structure  to  be  of  wood,  and  an  ordinance  of  the 
municipality  forbids  the  erection  of  other  than  brick,  stone,  or  other  fire- 
proof material,  which  ordinance  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Rail- 
road Commissioners  as  a  reason  for  not  complying  with  the  order,  sucli 
order  will  not  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  where  the  effect  of  the  ordi- 
nance on  the  order  has  been  considered  by  the  Commissioners  in  deter- 
mining the  reasonableness  of  the  order.  State  ex  rel.  Burr  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  519   (—  Fla.  — ,  70  So.  941). 

8.  Mandamus  is  not  the  appropriate  remedy  for  failure  of  a  street 
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railway  to  comply  fully  with  an  order  of  the  Commission  requiring  the 
operation  •of  sufficient  cars  to  provide  seats  for  all  passengers,  or  of  the 
maximum  number  of  cars  that  can  be  operated,  where  the  company  at- 
tempted to  comply  with  the  order,  but  found  it  impossible  so  to  do  at 
all  times,  since  it  is  not  the  province  of  the  writ  of  mandamus  to  com- 
pel performance  6i  a  continuing  duty.  New  York  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  343  (S.  C.  172 
App.  Div.  324,  168  N.  Y.  Supp.  480). 

9.  The  Public  Utilities  Act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Public  Utili- 
ties Commission  to  require  a  public  utility  to  render  efficient  service, 
and  provides  the  machinery  for  an  investigation  by  the  Commission 
into  all  questions  affecting  the  character  and  sufficiency  of  such  service. 
This  court  will. not  entertain  a  proceeding  in  mandamus  to  compel  a 
public  utility  to  furnish  efficient  and  sufficient  service  until  the  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission  has  made  an  order  requiring  the  defendant  to 
furnish  more  efficient  service,  which  the  defendant  has  refused  to  obey. 
State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.IOIOC,  56  (S.  C.  M  Kan.  833, 
164  Pac.  235). 

M  ANUFAOT  URERS. 

Policy  of  Oklahoma  Commission  as  to  authorizing  reduction  in  rates 
for  natural  gas  for  manufacturers,  see  Rates,  63. 

Supplying  engineering  affecting  allowance  for  overhead  expense,  see 
Valuation,  144,  186. 

^  MARKET. 

Proper  method  of  disposing  of  scrap  material,  see  Scrap  Material, 

1. 
Extension  of  telephone  service  so  as  to  enable  patrons  to  reach, 

see  Service,  54. 

MARKET  VALUE. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  fix  rate  base  different  from 

market  value,  see  Valuation,  15. 
Of  contiguous  lands  as  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  328-331. 
Of  water  rights  as  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  472. 
As  measure  of  value  of  water  power,  see  Valuation,  484. 

MARTIiAND. 

Effect  of  contract  between  utility  and  city  fixing  water  rates  upon 
right  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates,  see  CoNSTiTunoNAr. 
Law,  53.  • 

Steamship  as  common  carrier  within  meaning  of  Public  Service 
Commission  Law,  see  Public  Uttuties,  25. 

Standard  rules  for  electric  utilities,  see  Service,  150. 

LZA8SACHUSETT8. 

Power  of  Commission  with  reference  to  disposition  of  scrap  ma- 
terial, see  C-OMMissioNS,  38,  39. 
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Power  of  Commission  to  increase  street  railway  rates  prescribed  hj 
franchise  or  by  statute,  see  Constitutional  Law,  37. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  that  railroad  is  obstruct- 
ing a  highway,  see  Cbossinqs,  7. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  permitting  construction  of  electric  rail- 
way at  grade  across  a  railroad,  see  Crossings,  11. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 
utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 
nent Domain,  3. 

K^^ation  of  stock  quotation  service,  see  Pubug  Utilities,  37. 

Power  of  Commission  to  reduce  street  railway  fares  for  school  chil- 
dren below  statutory  rate,  see  Rates,  22. 

Evidence  necessary  to  satisfy  burden  of  proving  necessity  of  pro- 
posed increase  in  rates  under  Massachusetts  statute,  see  Re- 
turn, 140. 

Proper  method  of  disposing  of  scrap  material,  see  Sobap  Matdkial, 
1. 


XATBBIAUTT. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidenoe. 

JIATEBIALS  AKD  SUPPLIES. 

Consideration  of  supplies  kept  for  sale,  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 280. 

Consideration  of  current  or  average  prices  in  ascertaining  unit 
prices  of  materials,  see  Valuation,  93,  95,  06. 

Cost  of  supplies  for  testing  machinery  and  mains  and  pipes  as  part 
of  cost  of  construction  of  plant,  see  Valuation,  231. 

Right  to  allowance  when  carried  for  new  construction,  see  Valua- 
tion, 241. 

As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  340,  342,  346,  349-353. 

MAXIMUM  DEMAND. 

See  Demand. 


MAXIMUM  RATES. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  increase  railroad  mileage  book 
rate  over  statutory  maximum,  see  Kates,  26. 

Maximum  passenger  rates  fixed  higher  than  statutory  rate  on  ac- 
count of  increase  in  operating  expenses,  see  Rates,  45. 

Exaction  of  minimum  charge  as  violation  of  provision  for  maximum 
rates,  see  Rates,  100,  102. 

Electric  rate  fixing  maximum  demand  for  residences,  see  Rater, 
120. 


ZDA  UkMBM. 

Bee  Lamps. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 
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BCEA8UBES. 

Methods  and  measures  of  ascertaining  value  or  cost,  see  Valuation, 

ia-113. 
Hate  base  as  measure  of  price  for  munieipal  aequiaition  of  utility, 

see  Valuation,  116. 

BCEAT. 

Discrimination  in  frei^t  rates,  see  Disorimination,  104. 

MEETINGS. 

Expense  of  annual  meeting  as  operating  expense,  see  RirruBN,  82. 
Effect  of  fact  that  consent  to  conversion  of  bonds  into  stock  was 

given  at  special  meeting  of  stockholders,  see  Security  Issues, 

19,  20. 

BCEBGER. 

See  Consolidation,  Meboeb,  and  Sale. 

1CEBIT8. 

No  technical  objections  to  complaint  after  answar  to  merite,  flee 
Pleading. 

BCES8AGE8. 

See  also  Telephones. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  number  of  messages 
sent  from  subscriber's  telephone,  see  Service,  51. 

METAI^LIC  TELEPHONE  SYSTEM. 

Higher  rates  for,  than  for  grounded  system,  see  Discrimination, 
112. 

METER  RATES. 

Primary  electric  meter  rates  varying  according  to  total  watt  de- 
mand of  installations  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 
71. 

Flat  water  rate  to  barber  shop  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 126. 

Preference  between  flat  and  meter  rate,  see  Rates,  105,  106. 

For  electricity,  see  Rates,  126. 

Demand  rate  for  electricity  preferable  to  meter  rate,  see  Ratep, 
131. 

Meter  rate  to  cover  return  on  meters,  their  depreciation  and  repairs, 
see  Return,  124. 

BCETER  RENTAL. 

Right  to  charge,  see  Rates,  103. 

METERS. 

Meter  charge  as  unjust  discrimination  in  favor  of  coBSUmerji  ovrxUx^ 
meters,  see  Discrimination,  24-26. 
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Single  meter  for  residence  and  business  consumption  at  same  prem- 
ises, see  Discrimination,  82. 

Metering  water  as  only  method  of  preventing  discrimination,  sec 
Discrimination,  122. 

Furnishing  small  meters  free  and  imposing  charge  for  large  meters 
as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  123. 

Requiring  consumer  to  guarantee  safety  of  money  deposit  in  pre- 
payment meter,  see  Payment,  12,  13. 

Effect  of  ownership  of,  by  foreign  corporations,  see  Public  Utui- 
ties,  6. 

Monthly  service  charge  not  violating  statute  as  to  meter  measure- 
ment, see  Bates,  102. 

Rate  for  prepayment  meters,  see  Rates,  107. 

Rate  for  prepayment  meters  higher  than  standard  credit  meter  block 
rates,  see  Rates,  107. 

Separate  charge  for  submeter  or  secondary  meter,  see  Rates,  129. 

Reasonableness  of  minimum  water  charge  for  metered  private  fire 
protection  service,  see  Rates,  267. 

Payment  for,  out  of  income,  see  Return,  4. 

Right  of  water  company  to  substitute  meter  measurements  for  flat 
rate  without  invoking  aid  of  Commission,  see  Service,  27. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Location  of  prepayment  gas  meters,  see  Service,  131. 

Standard  rules  for  electric  utilities  regulating  meters,  in  Maryland, 
see  Service,  150.^ 

Right  of  municipality  to  change  from  flat  rate  to  meter  basis  fo'* 
electric  street  lights,  see  Service,  156. 

Method  of  reading  gas  meters,  see  Service,  161. 

Water  used  by  city  buildings  smd  fountains  to  be  paid  for  on  meter 
basis,  see  Service,  263. 

Standard  rules  for  metered  water  service  in  Montana,  see  Service, 
273. 

Installation  of  meters  to  prevent  waate  of  water,  see  Ser^'ICE,  284- 
289. 

Use  of  life  tables  in  determining  depreciation  of,  see  Valuation^ 
106. 

Meters  paid  for  in  water  allowance  to  consumers  as  part  of  cost 
of  plant  for  municipal  purchase,  see  Valuation,  228. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  installing,  in  a  gas  rate  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  229. 

Cost  of  setting,  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation,  312. 

BfETHODS. 

Of  ascertaining  value  or  cost,  see  Vaiuawon,  18-113. 

MICHIGAN. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  absorption  of  railroad  switching 
charges,  see  Rates,  16. 
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Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  free  or  reduced  transportation  to 
persons  procuring  settlers  for  unimproved  farm  land  under  Michigan 
statute,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  624. 

miiEAGE. 

As  basis  of  division  of  joint  rate,  see  Appobtionment,  102. 

MII.EAGE  BOOKS. 

Commission  power  to  fix  rates  for,  see  Rates,  26,  27. 
Comparison  with  rate  on  mileage  book  basis,  see  Rates,  150. 

MILK. 

Shipment  of,  by  railroad,  see  Service,  210,  211. 

MIIXIITG  COMPANY. 

Rates  for  electricity  generated  by,  in  connection  with  mill,  sec 

Rates,  115. 
Return  to  be  obtained  from  electricity  generated  by  surplus  water 

at  a  mill,  see  Return,  72. 

MINIMUM  BUX. 

See  Minimum  Charge. 

MINIMUM  CARLOAD  WEIGHT. 

Refund  of  charges  based  on,  in  excess  of  actual  weight,  see  Repa- 
ration, 2,  3. 

Refund  of  charges  for  two  shipments  in  car  in  excess  of  combined 
weight  of  separate  shipments  equalling  carload  minimum,  nee 
Reparation,  4. 

MINIMUM  CHARGE. 

Right  to  collect  less  minimum  charge  than  rate  filed  with  Commis- 
sion, see  Discrimination,  9. 

Higher  minimum  bill  for  water  in  one  town  than  in  others  as  un- 
lawful discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  23. 

Right  to  charge  a  higher  minimum  for  natural  gas  consumed  in  gas 
engines,  see  Discrimination,  97. 

Higher  minimum  water  rate  for  laundries,  saloons,  restaurants  and 
similar  classes  of  service  as  discriminatory,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 127,  128. 

Right  to  make,  see  Rates,  86-99. 

Exaction  of,  as  violation  of  rate  statute,  see  Rates,  100-102. 

Reasonableness  of,  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  136,  142. 

Reasonableness  of,  for  gas,  see  Rates,  147,  148. 

Reasonableness  of,  for  natural  gas,  see  Rates,  161. 

For  railroad  passengers,  see  Rates,  166,  176. 

Additional  water  revenue  not  to  be  obtained  merely  by  increasing, 
see  Rates,  257. 

Minimum  charge  for  water  on  sliding  scale  varying  according  to 
rental  value  of  houses  served,  see  Rates,  262. 

Reasonablenes  of,  for  water,  see  Rates,  267,  272,  274,  275. 
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HnriMUlff  IXTEIGHT. 

On  funuBhing  railroad  oar  of  greater  carrying  capacity  than  or« 
dered,  see  Rates,  189. 

MUfnf G  COMMUIHITLES. 

Amount  of  return  of  electrical  utility  operating  in  mining  com- 
munities, see  Return,  181. 

mNIKG  COMPAHIES. 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  expenses  between  different  depart- 
ments of  a  mining  company  furnishing  electricity,  see  Apfob- 
TIOZ^MENT,  77-80. 

Necessity  of  procuring  certificate  of  convenience  for  distributing 
electricity,  see  Cebtificatb  of  Convenience  and  Necessity, 
5. 

Validity  of  statute  regulating  transmission  into  state  of  electricity 
for  sale  to  public  while  not  regulating  transmission  by  mining 
company  for  own  use,  see  Ck>N8TiTUTi0NAL  Law,  23. 

Special  water  rates  to,  see  Dibcbimination,  65,  66. 

Company  delivering  current  in  foreign  state  to  domestic  mining 
companies  as  public  utility,  see  Pubtjc  Utilities,  6. 

Jurisdiction  of  Montana  Commission  over  company  engaged  solely 
in  mining  coal,  see  Public  Utilities,  9, 

Consumers  not  to  be  required  to  sign  contract  as  condition  prece- 
dent to  electric  service  for,  see  Sebvice,  114. 

MIimfG  DITCH. 

Valuation  of  mining  ditch  in  proceedings  to  value  property  of  irri- 
gation company,  see  Valuation,  253. 

MimSTEBIAX*  ACTS. 

Mandamus  to  control  ministerial  act  of  Commission,  see  Mandamus, 
3,4. 

MINKESOTA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  permit  ccmsiruetion  ol  temporary  switch- 
ing track  with  less  than  statutory  clearance,  see  CoiUfissiONS, 
33. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  declaration  of  dividends,  see  Com- 
missions, 41. 

MIHOBITT  STOCKHOLDERS. 

Consent  of,  for  conversion  of  bonds  into  stock,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues, 
1&-23. 

mSAPPBOFBIATIOH. 

Power  of  Commission  to  paas  upon  question  whether  consumer  has 

misappropriated  service,  see  Commissions,  17. 
Misappropriation  of  electricity  by  consumers,  see  Sbbviob,  108,  109. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 16. 
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226  MISJOINDER— MISSOURI. 

MISJOniDEB. 

As  ground  for  quashing  service  of  summons,  see  Pabhsb,  1. 

MISMAlfAGEMEIfT. 

See  Management. 

MI880UBI. 

Power  of  Missouri  supreme  court  to  direct  dismissal  of  proceedings 
upon  reversing  judgment  affirming  a  Commission  order,  seo 
Appeal  and  Rbvibw,  4. 

Comparative  power  of  Commission  and  of  municipalities  with 
reference  ■  to  franchise  ordinance  and  certificates  of  con- 
venience for  street  railways,  see  Certificates  op  Convenience 
AND  Necessity,  3,  4. 

Power  of  Commission  as  limited  by  powers  of  municipalities,  see 
Commissions,  7. 

Power  of  Commision  to  compel  local  authorities  to  grant  franchise 
for  erection  of  passenger  depot,  see  Commissions,  12. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  allow  highway  to  cross  interurban 
railway  as  involving  right  to  condemn  right  of  way,  see 
Crossings,  2. 

Invalidity  of  contract  for  reduced  rates  under  anti-discrimination 
statute,  see  Discrimination,  7. 

Right  to  grant  franchise  to  furnish  electricity  from  a  transmission 
line  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Franchises,  4. 

Jurisdiction  over  mutual  telephone  company,  see  Public  Uth-ities, 
20. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  16,  27. 

Consideration   of   past    financial    mismanagement   of   railroads    in 
fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  33. 
'   Electric  power  consumers  to  be  charged  under  regular  schedules  and 
not  special  agreement  under  Missouri  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion law,  see  Rates,  112. 
> 

Policy  of  Commission  to  protect  unsecured  creditors  in  reorganiza- 
tion, see  Reorganization,  1. 

Voting  trust  in  reorganization  opposed  to  public  policy  in  Missouri, 
see  Reorganization,  3. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  reorganization,  see  Reorganiza- 
tion, 5-7. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  reparation,  see  Reparation,  13-15, 
23. 

Statutory  right  of  Commission  to  authorize  issuance  of  bonds  to  re- 
deem preferred  stock,  see  Security  Issues,  7. 

Reorganization  plant  to  convert  bonds  into  stock  inconsistent  with 
Constitutional  and  statute,  see  Security  Issues,  17. 

Construction  of  Missouri  statute  relative  to  t^  acquisition  of  prop' 
erty  by  issuance  of  securities,  see  Security  Issues,  35. 

Proportion  of  stock  to  bonds  under  Missouri  statute,  see  SECURirr 
Issues,  45,  46. 
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Power  of  Commission  to  grant  franchise  or  compel  city  to  grant 
right  for  street  railway  extension  where  municipal  consent  is 
necessary,  see  Skbvice,  13. 

Reorganization  valuation  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation, 
35. 

What  constitutes  capital  obligaticms  in  railroad  reorganization  un- 
der Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation,  234. 

Need  of  working  capital  considered  in  reorganization  under  Missouri 
statute,  see  Valuation,  339. 

Allowance  for  going  value  in  reorganization  under  Missouri  statute, 
see  Valuation,  397. 

mXEB  SHIPMEHTS. 

Right  of  shippers  of  cement  to  complain  of  rates  on  mixed  ship- 
ments, see  Pasties,  7. 

MODE   OF   AOQUIBnfG   PROPERTY. 

Effect  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  302-317. 

MODE  OF  REVIEW. 

See  Appeal  and  Review. 

MOHET. 

Deposit  as  security  for  payment,  see  Payment,  5-13. 

Consideration  of  local  demand  for,  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see  Re- 
turn, 152. 

Extension  of  service  by  water  district  as  affected  by  its  capacity 
to  borrow  money,  see  Service,  61. 

Cost  of,  considered  in  using  rate  base  in  municipal  acquisition  valu- 
ation, see  Valuation,  116. 

New  money  in  reorganization  as  affecting  allowance  for  bond  dis- 
count, see  Valuation,  125. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  obtaining,  in  valuaticm,  see  Valuation,  177, 
179,  180-183. 

MONOPOLT  AND  COMPETITIOH. 

I.  Policy  of  st€U€,  1^3. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duUes  of  Commission,  4^6, 
III,  Admission  of  eom^petition  into  occupied  territory,  7— 117.^ 
a.  In  general,  7— i5. 

h.  Inadequacy  of  existing  service,  16^23. 
0.  Effect  of  failure  of  existing  company  to  develop  husi" 

ness,  24^26. 
(Z.  Permitting  existing  com^pany  to  improve  service,  27,  28, 
€',  Effect  of  ability  of  existing  com/pany  to  supply  needs, 

20^-38, 
/.  Effect  of  failure  to  make  complaint  or  demand  for  aerv" 

ice,  an— 45. 
g.  Inadequacy  of  service  of  new  company,  46,  47. 
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in. — ooHiimued, 

h,  Pttrchase  of  existing  plant  oa  condition,  48^^!. 
i.  Com/petition  hy  different  leind  of  service,  5^—05. 
i.  In  general^  62. 

2.  Electricity  and  acetylene  gas,  S3,  54. 

3,  Jitneys  and  street  rtUiways,  &S^66. 
j.  Procedure,  06,  67, 

IV.  PenaUies,  66. 

Priority  %s  determining  which  of  two  applications  for  certificate  of 
convenience  will  be  granted,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and 
Necessity,  1. 

Refusal  of  certificate  of  convenience  to  corporation  having  received, 
prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Service  Law,  a  franchise  to  furnish 
electricity  in  occupied  territory  as  contravening  constitutional 
rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Competition  as  factor  in  fixing  rate,  see  Rates,  35. 

Comparison  of  interurban  zone  fares  with  railroad  fare  for  competitive 
trip,  see  Rates,  54. 

Consideration  of  competition  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  74-76. 

Reduced  electric  power  rate  to  meet  competition  of  steam  power,  see 
Rates,  118. 

Effect  of  competition  on  fixing  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  190,  191. 

Legality  of  noncompensatory  rates  less  than  those  charged  by  com- 
petitor, see  Retxjbn,  9. 

Duty  to  make  extension  as  affected  by  fact  that  utility  has  monop- 
oly, see  Service,  75-79. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  discontinue  operating  lines  of  rural 
telephone  association  through  its  exchange  where  association 
permits  connection  with  lines  of  rival  company  in  violation  of 
operating  contract,  see  Service,  248. 

Consideration  of  monopoly  of  the  business  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 33. 

Municipal  power  to  build  competing  system  not  considered  in  fixing 
price  of  utility  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  114. 

Allowance  for  good  will  of  utility  which  is  a  monopoly,  see  Valua- 
tion,  446,   447.  ^ 

Consideration  of  fact  that  utility  is  without  competition  in  valuation, 
see  Valuation,  448. 

Abstract  of  cases  on,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  972. 

I.  Policy  of  state. 

Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Act  restricting  competition  as  proper  exer- 
cise of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  67. 

1.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  state  of  New  York  since  the  passage  of 
the  Public  Service  Law  to  protect  existing  public  utilities  from  unre- 
stricted and  ruinous  competition,  and  by  efficient  regulation  to  compel 
them  to  furnish  a  high  quality  of  service  after  being  permitted  to  earn 
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A  fair  return  upon  the  iiiTeetment.    Re  Ashjnead  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.K. 
1916D,  10. 

2.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Vermont  Commission  to  limit  to  a 
single  utility  in  a  particular  community  the  distribution,  for  power  and 
mechanical  purposes  only,  of  electricity  produced  by  water  power  with- 
in the  state,  since  an  abundance  of  electric  energy  for  industrial  pur- 
poses will  foster  the  establishing  of  new  industries  and  the  extension  of 
those  already  existing.    Re  Thompson  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  232. 

3.  A  franchise  for  an  electric  transmission  line  outside  of  cities, 
including  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  may  be  granted  under  the  Iowa 
laws,  although  the  line  may  be  unnecessary  and  competitive,  it  not  be- 
ing the  policy  to  prefer  a  regulated  monopoly  to  competition.  Schmidt 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Clayton  County  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916C,  49. 

II,  Juriadictiati,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission* 

Power  of  Oklahoma  Commission  to  order  consolidation  of  competing 
telephone  exchanges,  see  Consolidation,  Merges,  and  Sale,  8. 

4.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  may  not  require  the  abandonment  of 
a  telephone  exchange,  although  unlawfully  established  in  occupied 
territory,  where  the  complaining  utility  and  other  parties  in  interest 
have  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  or  in  equity.  Mineral  Point  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Dukes  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.19I6B,  274. 

5.  The  duty  of  the  New  York  Commission,  under  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Commissions  law,  to  protect  the  existing  investment  of  transporta- 
tion companies  from  wasteful  competition,  must  be  subordinated  to 
the  primary  duty  to  the  public,  if  they  conflict  upon  an  application  for 
a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to  operate  a  motor  bus  sys- 
tem in  a  city  in  which  street  railways  operate.  Gray's  Petition  (N.  Y. 
2d  Diat.)  P.U.R.1916A,  3S. 

6.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot  regulate  competition  on  rural 
state  highways  between  auto  bus  lines  or  between  such  lines  and  other 
carriers,  since  under  the  statute  (transportation  corporations  law  of 
1913,  chapter  495,  §  25,  as  amended  by  Laws  1915,  chapter  667)  it  can 
require  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  only  for  operation  in 
cities.     Re  Bartholomew   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  87. 


Ill,  Admission  of  competition  into  occupied  territory. 

a.  In  general. 

Deferring  action  on  application  to  permit  existing  company  to  extend 

transmission  line,  see  Electbioitt,  1. 
Non-excluaive  village  electric  light  franchise  as  precluding  grant  of  like 

franchise  to  another,  see  Franchineb,  5. 
Reasonablenefla  of  contract  for  operation  of  rural  telephone  lines  from 

exchange  of  another  company,  see  Intebcorpobate  Relations,  3. 
Mutual  telephone  company  not  to  operate  in  occupied  territory  without 

permission,  see  Public  Utilities,  19,  21. 
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Representation  in  proceeding  to  admit  competition  of  ability  to  supply 
demands  for  service  as  estopping  utility  from  claiming  insufficient 
revenue  to  make  necessary  improvements,  see  Sesvicb,  143. 

Right  of  rural  telephone  to  operate  exchange  for.  switching  service  in 
village  served  by  another  company,  see  TELEPHONEfl,  1. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  admission  of  competition  into  oc- 
cupied territory,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  239,  1089. 

7.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  an  auto  bus  lini^ 
in  a  city,  as  part  of  a  route  over  a  rural  state  highway,  will  not  be  re- 
fused for  the  purpose  of  indirectly  regelating  competition  on  the  high- 
way that  cannot  be  directly  forbidden.  Re  Bartholomew  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist.)    P.U.R.1916C,  87. 

8.  The  right  of  an  owner  of  a  private  telephone  system  to  a  certifi- 
cate to  operate  as  a  public  utility  to  serve  prospective  subscribers  is 
not  as  great  as  that  of  a  mutual  company  in  the  same  field  to  make  ex- 
tensions to  serve  them.    Re  Cochems  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  841. 

9.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  determine  to  which  of  two 
rival  companies  border-line  territory  belongs,  upon  a  complaint  by  one 
company  that  the  other  without  notice  has  invaded  such  territory,  where, 
by  reason  of  diverse  demands  for  service,  the  territory  should  be  left 
open  and  where  the  antidUplication  law  affords  ample  protection  to  both 
companies.  Ontario  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Norwalk  Independent  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1910A,  487. 

10.  A  telephone  company  was  permitted  to  furnish  service  in  a  tdwn 
already  served,  without  complaint,  where  the  town  was  entirely  sur- 
rounded by  other  towns  whose  residents  use  the  system  of  the  applicant, 
and  where  the  town  was  a  part  of  the  allied  communities  whose  in- 
terests were  identical.  Re  Franklin  Farmers  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  66. 

11.  Public  convenience  and  necessity  do  not  require  the  extension  of 
a  telephone  system  into  territory  served  by  anotber  company,  merely 
to  permit  a  lessor  to  communicate  directly  with  the  lessee  occupying 
his  farm,  where  there  is  physical  connection  between  the  companies  on 
a  free  exchange  basis,  when  the  other  company  stands  ready  to  serve 
the  lessor  at  his  request,  and  where  the  proposed  extension  will  not 
only  violate  an  agreement  apportioning  territory,  but  will  result  in 
paralleling  the  existing  lines  for  a  part  of  the  distance.  Re  Boyceville 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  214. 

12.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  enter  occupied  terri- 
tory to  serve  an  applicant  merely  because  he  is  a  stockholder  and  has 
a  preference  for  his  own  company.  Re  Hubbard  Farmers  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  435. 

13.  Neither  the  fact  that  a  subscriber  of  a  local  telephone  company 
performing  switching  service  for  two  rural  lines  pays  a  rate  greater 
than  the  combined  assessments  and  switching  charge  of  the  rural  lines, 
nor  the  fact  that  he  is  a  stockholder  of  the  latter  companies,  is  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  compelling  either  of  them  to  extend  local  service  to  him, 
in  a  village  in  which  they  are  not  rendering  such  service.  Re  Cutts 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  491. 

14.  A   telephone   company  operating   from  a   near-by  city  may   be 
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ordered  to  serve  a  eoBimimity  already  s^^ved  "by  another  outside  com- 
pany, notwithstanding  a  slight  duplication  of  facilities,  and  a  loss  of 
toll  revenue  to  the  latter  company  will  result,  it  appearing  that  the 
disputed  territory  is  between  the  service  zones  of  the  two  companies, 
that  many  residents  therein  require  direct  service  with  the  city,  and 
that  the  investment  of  the  company  already  in  the  field  will  still  be 
profitable.  Re  Dane  County  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
984. 

15.  Rural  telephone  companies  will  not  be  permitted  to  install  an 
exchange  in  a  village  in  competition  with  a  local  company,  to  enable 
interchange  of  service  to  be  made  with  companies  at  otiier  points  on  a 
flat-rate  basis  without  use  of  the  toll  line  of  the  local  company,  where 
an  offer  by  the  latter  to  secure  the  interchange  of  service  on  fair  terms 
is  rejected  by  the  rural  companies,  especially  where  the  installing  of  a 
second  exchange  will  force  the  local  company  to  abandon  its  business 
in  the  village.    Re  Frederic  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  974. 

h.  Inadequacy  of  existing  service. 

16.  Refusal  of  a  certificate  of  convenience  to  a  cor^ration  having 
receivid,  prior  to  enactment  of  Public  Service  Law,  a  charter  right  and 
municipal  franchise  to  fiu'nish  electricity  in  territory  served  by  another 
company,  is  not  an  unreasonable  exercise  of  regulatory  control  of  public 
utilities,  where  the  existing  company  is  furnishing  satisfactory  service 
at  reasonable  rates.  Re  Relief  EUectric  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916D,  592  (S.  C.  —  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  — ). 

17.  That  a  local  telephone  company  may  render  inadequate  service 
if  the  lines  of  a  rural  company  are  connected  to  the  local  exchange  is 
not  a  sufiicient  ground  for  permitting  the  latter  company  to  extend  its 
lines  into  the  village,  where  the  Conmiission,  upon  ordering  physical 
connection,  can  compel  adequate  service.  Re  Red  Oak  Teleph.  Asso. 
(Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  131. 

18.  Poor  switching  service  by  a  local  telephone  system  is  no  ground 
for  permitting  rural  companies,  which  are  connected  therewith,  to  in- 
stall a  competing  exchange  in  the  same  village,  where  it  appears  that 
the  rural  companies  have  not  taken  reasonable  steps  to  procure  good 
service,  that  the  poor  service  is  in  part  the  fault  of  the  rural  companies, 
that  the  local  company  is  making  reasonable  attempts  to  furnish  good 
service,  and  that  the  installing  of  a  second  exchange  would  compel  the 
local  company  to  abandon  its  business  in  the  village.  Re  Frederic 
Rural  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  974. 

19.  A  telephone  for  every  6.6  inhabitants  in  a  county  and  for  everj' 
6.3  inhabitants  in  a  village  indicates  that  the  territory  is  adequately 
served  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  (Ohio  Gen.  Code,  §^  614-52)  re- 
quiring a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  to  enter  terri- 
tory already  adequately  served.  Re  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1916D,  930. 

20.  The  construction  of  municipal  waterworks  is  required  by  public 
convenience  and  necessity  where  the  supply  furnished  by  the  existing 
utility  is  irregular,  inadequate,  and  liable  to  contamination,  and  the 
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utility  has  neither  the  ability  nor  the  dispoeitioB  to  make  improv^nents 
and  extensions.     Ee  McCammon   (Idaho)   P.UJ1.1916D,  500* 

21.  Permission  will  be  given  to  supply  proposed  municipal  distribut- 
ing plants  with  natural  gas  in  cities  long  inadequately  (.curved  with 
artificial  gas  by  private  system,  although  better  service  has  been  given 
since  bondholders  have  taken  over  the  system,  where  the  bondholders 
with  constructive  notice  of  their  company's  dereliction  made  no  prior 
effort  to  see  that  service  was  improved,  and  where  a  denial  of  permis- 
sion will  block  the  people's  demand  for  municipal  systems.  Re  South- 
em  Counties  Gas  Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916D,  887. 

22.  The  construction  of  a  municipal  waterworks  system  is  required 
by  public  necessity  and  convenience,  irrespective  of  whether  the  exist- 
ing utility  has  a  valid  franchise,  where  it  appears  that  the  supply  and 
system  of  this  utility  is  inadequate^  that  it  has  failed  to  make  exten- 
sions warranted  by  the  growth  of  the  city,  and  that  a  municipal  sys- 
tem will  be  feasible  and  adequate, — particularly  where  the  existing 
utility  has  rejected  a  fair  offer  for  its  system.  Be  Pocatello  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1916D,  176. 

23.  Tramp  boats  giving  irregular  inferior  service  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  cut  the  fair  rates  of  competitive  steamboats  giving  adequate 
regular  service^  in  view  of  the  statute  (Laws  1911,  chap.  117,  §  80,  as 
amended  by  Laws  1913,  chap.  145)  empowering  the  fixing  of  uniform 
rates  upon  complaint  that  the  rates  of  a  Competitor  are  unremunera- 
tive  or  discriminatory  or  tend  to  oppress  complainant  or  encourage  the 
creation  of  monopoly.  Public  Service  Commission  er  rel.  Washing- 
ton Route  V.  Garfield   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  835. 

c.  Effect  of  failure  of  existing  company  to  develop  Imsiness. 

24.  The  fact  that  territory  is  tributary  to  an  existing  electric  ligiit 
company,  and  that  it  is  operating  therein,  will  not  prevent  the  entrance 
of  another,  where  the  former  is  operating  unlawfully,  and  has  not  been 
diligent  in  developing  the  business.  Re  (DoUiers  Light,  Heat  &.  P.  Co. 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  212. 

25.  A  franchise  for  an  electric  utility  operating  only  by  virtue  of 
charter  rights  in  a  township  in  which  a  competitor  similarly  operates 
will  be  approved,  where  the  latter  has  practically  developed  no  business, 
and  where  the  approval  will  not  deprive  the  latter  of  any  lawful  rights 
or  lead  to  competition  that  will  seriously  interfere  with  the  service  or 
investment  of  either,  both  operating  over  extensive  territory  of  which 
the  township  is  but  a  small  part.  Re  West  Penn  Electric  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  114. 

26.  A  telephone  company  will  be  allowed  to  lease  its  plant  to  per- 
mit the  lessee  to  furnish  a  less  expensive  service  than  the  lessor  can 
give,  notwithstanding  the  lessee,  aided  by  long-distance  connection,  will 
compete  with  existing  companies  giving  similar  cheap  service,  where 
those  companies  make  no  attempt  to  secure  such  long-distance  connec- 
tion.   Re  True  (Me.)  P,U.R.1916F,  897, 

d.  Permitting  existing  company  to  improve  service. 

27.  An  electric  utility  will  be  given  opportunity  to  furnish  adequate 
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service,  if  it  is  able  and  it  is  practicable  to  do  so,  before  permitting 
another  company  to  enter  the  territory,  since  the  -interests  of  stock- 
holders and  bondholders  should  be  protected  even  if  the  management  is 
negligent.    Ke  Turner  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.ldl6A,  418. 

28.  An  application  of  an  electric  utility  to  serve  occupied  territory 
will  not  be  delayed  to  give  opportunity  to  the  existing  company  to  ren- 
der adequa^  service,  where  the  latter  cannot  furnish  such  service  with 
its  jff'esent  plant  and  physical  resources  and  an  adequate  plant  would 
cost  more  than  the  business  would  warrant.  Ke  Turner  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Me.)  P.UJ1.1916A.  418. 


e.  Effect  of  ability  of  existing  company  to  supply  needs. 

29.  A  utility  will  not  be  permitted  to  enter  occupied  territory  that 
is  receiving  good  service  at  rates  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  where 
the  existing  utility  has  sufficient  surplus  capacity  to  supply  all  de- 
mands, and  there  is  not  sufficient  business  to  enable  two  utilities  to 
earn  a  reasonable  return.  Re  Sierra  Electric  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.K. 
1916P,  720. 

30.  A  utility  may  be  permitted  to  operate  in  occupied  territory  ii 
there  is  a  latent  or  new  demand  of  large  proportions  that  cannot  be 
supplied  by  the  existing  utility,  or  if  an  existing  plant  is  obsolescent 
and  cannot  be  modernized,  or  if  a  new  source  of  supply  is  discovered, 
or  if  new  inventions  or  means  of  production  are  devised,  or  if  the  quan- 
tity and  quality  of  the  service  will  be  improved;  keeping  in  mind  the 
expediency  of  conserving  an  investment  in  the  interest  of  the  consumer 
and  that  a  utility  has  ethical  claims  because  of  service  in  uninviting 
periods.    Re  Phoenix  Water  Power  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  239. 

31.  An  electric  company  was  authorized  to  enter  adjoining  territor> 
inadequately  served  by  another  company  where  the  latter  was  unable 
to  improve  its  service.  Re  Turner  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A. 
418. 

32.  Public  necessity  does  not  require  an  additional  electric  'utility 
In  a  township,  although  some  villages  therein  are  not  served,  where  the 
existing  utilities  render  adequate  service,  have  necessary  esctensions  un- 
der consideration,  have  never  failed  to  comply  with  demands  for  addi- 
tional service,  and  have  ample  facilities  to  supply  present  and  future 
demand.    Re  South  Lebanon  Twp.  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  430. 

33.  Public  necessity  or  convenience  does  not  require  the  incorpora- 
tion of  an  electric  utility  to  serve  a  township,  where  the  existing  utility 
has  given  fair  and  adequate  service  fpr  a  number  of  years,  and  is  able 
and  willing  to  supply  all  necessary  equipment  for  furnishing  any  im- 
mediate or  future  demand  for  service  at  rates  equal  to  those  proposed 
by  the  applicant  for  incorporation,  especially  where  a  third  company 
also  has  the  right  to  serve  the  territory.  Re  Midvalley  Power  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.UJL1916A,  959. 

34.  A  municipality  will  not  be  permitted  to  build  an  electric  trans- 
mission system  and  to  buy  current  for  resale  to  the  inhabitants  and  for 
use  in  lighting  the  stress,  where  it  is  doubtful .  whether  the  venture 
will  be  financially  successful,  and  where  faults.,  if  any,  in  the  service  or 
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rateg  of  the  existing  company,  can  be  remedied  by  the  Commission. 
Re  Bath   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  692. 

35.  A  rural  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  extend  ite 
lines  into  a  village  served  by  another  company,  where  the  latter  is  will- 
ing to  secure  adequate  service  to  the  subscribers  of  the  former,  by  per- 
mitting physical  connection  to  be  made  directly  with  its  exchange  or  in- 
directly through  the  exchange  of  a  third' company,  neither  connection 
necessitating  any  considerable  duplication  of  equipment.  Re  Red  Oak 
releph.  Asso.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  131. 

36.  An  electric  utility  will  be  permitted  to  operate  in  a  township 
whose  outskirts  are  served  by  an  outside  municipal  plant,  although 
the  territory  cannot  support  two  active  companies,  where  it  appears 
that  the  municipality  furnishes  service  only  from  surplus  current,  that 
its  service  cannot  be  easily  regulated,  that  its  present  service  will  not 
be  encroached  upon,  and  that  there  will  be  no  active  competition  as 
between  two  private  corporations.  Re  Towamencin  Electric  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  118. 

37.  The  introduction  of  competition  is  not  warranted  on  account  of 
unsatisfactory  telephone  service  of  the  existing  company  due  to  the 
condition  of  its  lines  and  the  want  of  connection  with  subscribers  of 
another  company,  where  ample  relief  can  be  obtained  by  repairing  the 
existing  system,  which  the  company  is  financially  able  to  do,  and  by 
establishing  physical  connection  with  the  other  system.  Town  Line 
Farmers  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Red  River  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  211. 

38.  That  the  lines  and  equipment  of  a  telephone  company  have  been 
in  poor  condition  is  not  a  ground  for  permitting  another  company  to 
extend  into  the  territory,  where  the  existing  company  has  remedied  the 
defects  and  is  able  to  make  such  additional  improvements  and  repairs 
as  may  be  needed.  Re  Brush  Creek  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  98L 

/.  Effect  of  failure  to  make  complaint  or  demand  for  service, 

39.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  parallel  the  lines 
f  another  and  take  subscribers  away  from  it,  where  there  is  no  com- 
plaint as  to  the  rates  or  service  of  the  latter.    Northern  Illinois  Teleph. 
1>).  V.  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1000. 

40.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  enter  a  small  town 
already  served,  although  only  six  telephones  are  installed,  where  there 
is  no  complaint  as  to  rates,  services,  or  facilities  of  the  existing  com- 
pany, which  is  able  and  willing  to  serve  all  applicants,  and  where  the 
proposed  system  would  be  a  partial  duplication  of  the  other.  Re  Olivet 
Teleph.  Co.   (lU.)   P.U.R.1916C,  415. 

41.  An  excessive  telephone  switching  charge,  an  improper  toll  charge, 
and  the  connection  of  substations  to  trunk  lines,  will  not  justify  the 
extension  of  a  rural  company  into  territory  of  a  connecting  company, 
where  no  complaint  has  been  made  to  the  Commission  as  to  rates  or 
service.    Re  Brush  Creek  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  981. 

42.  There  is  no  unsupplied  demand  for  service  that  will  justify  ad- 
mitting a  competing  utility  into  occupied  territory  where  a  consiuner 
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desiring  service  has  made  no  request  to  the  existing  utility.    Re  Mid- 
valley  Power  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916A,  959. 

43.  An  owner  of  a  private  telephone  system  will  not  be  permitted  lo 
extend  hia  service  into  territory  occupied  by  a  mutual  company  upon 
the  ground  that  the  latter  requires  the  purchase  of  stock  as  a  condition 
of  service,  where  the  Public  Utility  law  requires  that  service  be  ren- 
dered to  all  applicants  without  the  purchase  of  stock,  and  no  refusal  of 
service  is  shown.    Re  Cochems  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  841. 

44.  An  extension  of  a  local  telephcme  line  parallel  to  the  line  of  an- 
other compimy  will  not  be  permitted  although  the  latter 's  facilities  are 
practically  limited  to  toll  connections  only,  where  physical  connecti(m 
between  the  lines  will  give  adequate  service  to  those  on  the  proposed  ex* 
tension,  and  no  application  has  been  made  for  the  connection.  Re 
Rankin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1087. 

45.  Permission  to  enter  territory  inadequately  served  by  an  elec- 
tric utility  will  not  be  delayed  at  the  request  of  its  principal  stock- 
holder, a  nonresident,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  there  is  a  real 
demand  for  better  service,  where  such  demand  is  admitted  by  the  resi- 
dent president  and  where  the  clerk  and  one  of  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany join  in  the  request  of  the  residents  of  the  territory  for  better 
service.    Re  Turner  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1910A,  418. 

g.  Inadequacy  of  service  of  new  company. 

46.  Public  convenience  and  necessity  do  not  require  the  admission 
of  a  mutual  telephone  company  into  territory  already  adequately  served 
merely  to  reduce  the  service  cost  to  members,  especially  where  appli- 
cant's service  is  of  a  limited  character,  obtainable  only  by  members,  and 
not  subject  to  Commission  regulation.  Re  Farmers*  Mut.  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  930. 

47.  The  extension  of  local  telephone  service  merely  to  permit  com 
munication  without  toll  charge  is  not  a  matter  of  public  convenience 
and  necessity  within  the  exception  of  an  anti-duplications  statute  (Laws 
1913,  chap.  610)  that  will  justify  the  paralleling  of  an  existing  line 
which  can  give  adequate  service  at  reasonable  rates  to  those  desiring 
the  extension.  Roherty  v.  Rock  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
863. 

It.  Purchase  of  existing  plant  as  condition, 

48.  In  authorizing  an  electric  company  to  enter  occupied  territory, 
it  will  be  required  to  purchase  at  a  fair  value  the  useful  property  of 
the  existing  company,  if  the  latter  cannot  meet  the  competition  and 
desires  to  sell,  since  the  property  should  not  be  wasted.  Re  Turner 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  418. 

49.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  will  not  grant  a  certificate  of 
public  convenience  for  the  construction  of  a  municipal  electric  lighting 
plant  to  distribute  purchased  current  to  the  public,  unless  the  munici- 
pality shall  first  acquire  the  plant  of  an  existing  utility,  as  contemplated 
under  the  act  of  May,  1915,  and  article  3,  §  3,  of  the  Public  Service 

"Company  law,— especially  where  there  are  only  400  inhabitants  to  be 
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tierved.    White  Oak  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Benson  (Pa)  P.U.R.191«A, 
811. 

50.  A  municipality,  having  granted  a  franchise  to  an  electric  light 
company  at  a  time  when  the  municipality  had  no  plant,  and  being  re- 
quired before  erecting  one  to  supply  private  customers,  to  purchase  any 
private  plant  operating  in  the  borough,  must  acquire  the  plant  of  the 
existing  company  before  exercising  a  later  statutory  power  merely  to 
buy  current  for  resale  to  its  inhabitants,  although  the  later  statute 
does  not  require  acquisition  of  existing  plants,  and  the  franchise 
granted  to  the  existing  company  was  nonexclusive.  Re  Bath  (Pa.) 
F.U.R.1916E,  692. 

61.  The  purchase  of  the  existing  water  system,  except  fire  hydrauts 
that  the  municipality  has  used  without  charge,  will  not  be  required 
upon  authorizing  the  construction  of  municipal  waterworks,  where  the 
existing  system  was  constructed  primarily  for  personal  use,  renders 
inadequate  service  which  the  utility  is  unable  and  unwilling  to  improve, 
and  the  municipal  waterworks  can  be  built  for  less  than  it  would  cost 
to  improve  the  existing  system,  if  it  were  required  to  be  taken  over. 
Re  McCammon  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  500. 

4.  Competition  hy  different  Icind  of  service. 

1,  In  general. 

62.  That  a  utility  will  generate  electricity  by  water  is  not  a  ground 
for  permitting  operation  in  territory  adequately  served  at  reasonable 
rates  by  steam  generated  current,  where  the  existing  rates  will  not  be 
reduced.    Re  Phcenix  Water  Power  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R  1916C,  239. 

2.  Electricity  and  acetylene  gas, ' 

53.  The  existence  of  a  utility  furnishing  inadequate  acetylene  light 
at  night  and  on  cloudy  days  will  not  preclude  the  granting  of  a  cer- 
tificate of  convenience  and  necessity  to  another  to  furnish  electric 
light,  heat,  and  power  continuously  during  the  day  and  night.  Re  Mark- 
ham    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916A,  1007. 

54.  An  electric  company,  upon  invading  territory  inadequately  served 
with  acetylene  gas,  will  be  permitted  to  pay  a  fair  price  for  acetylene 
property  that  will  not  be  useful  to  it,  but  which  will  be  destroyed  by 
competition.  Re  Sunapee  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
996. 

3.  Jitneys  and  street  railways. 

Competitive  operation  of  automobiles  as  common  carriers  over  rural 
state  highways,  see  Automobiles,  9. 

Ordinance  restricting  operation  of  jitneys  as  violating  constitutional 
anti-monopoly  provision,  see  Constitutional  Law,  4. 

flight  of  street  railway  sustaining  loss  from  competition  to  enjoin  il- 
legal operation  of  jitneys,  see  Nuisance,  1. 

Competition  of  street  railway  by  automobiles  as  ground  for  refusing  to 
reduce  street  railway  rates,  see  Rates,  213. 
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Ccmsideratkm  of  automobile  competition  in  fixing  return  for  street  rail- 
way, Bee  Rbtubn,  10. 

55.  It  is  immaterial  in  a  proceeding  for  a  certificate  of  convenience 
to  operate  jitney  buses  in  competition  with  a  street  railway,  that  the 
competition  comes  from  individual  owners  of  automobiles  instead  of 
from  a  single  compcmy, — ^assuming  the  volume  of  competition  to  be  the 
same  in  either  case.    Re  Ashmead  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJR.1916D,  10. 

56.  Except  in  cases  where  the  existing  street  railway  system  cannot 
or  will  not  supply  reasonable  service,  the  use  of  jitneys  should  be  con- 
fined to  streets  and  neighborhoods  which  have  no  available  street  rail- 
way service.    Re  Ashmead   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  10. 

57.  Certificates  of  convenience  for  the  operation  of  jitney  buses  in 
a  city  in  competition  with  a  street  railway  will  be  denied  where  the 
competition  would  interfere  seriously  with  any  further  immediate 
growth  of  the  railway  system,  upon  the  ground  that  no  dependable  form 
of  trantportation,  good  alike  in  winter  and  in  summer,  has  yet  been 
devised  to  take  the  place  of  street  railways  for  city  transportation. 
Re  Ashmead  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916D,  10. 

58.  Public  necessity  wa«  held  not  to  require  the  establishment  of 
motor  bus  routes  parallel  to  existing  street  car  lines,  upon  the  same 
streets,  practically  throughout  their  entire  length,  where  the  popula- 
tion in  the  portions  of  the  city  penetrated  is  not  particularly  dense,  and 
the  sections  are 'inhabited  largely  by  well-to-do  people  maintaining  au- 
tomobiles, although  the  routes  would  be  a  convenience.  Gray's  Petition 
(X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  33. 

59.  The  paralleling  of  street  car  tracks  for  a  short  distance  by  a 
proposed  motor  bus  route  in  a  city  is  not  a  ground  for  refusing  to  per- 
mit the  establishment  of  the  route,  where  the  paralleling  is  but  inci- 
dental and  unavoidable  and  the  route  as  an  entirety  avoids  direct  com- 
petition with  the  car  line.  "Gray's  Petition  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  )  P.U.R. 
1916A,  33. 

60.  Routes  for  the  operation  of  motor  buses  in  a  city  that  do  not 
directly  conflict  with  existing  street  car  lines  do  not  violate  any  right 
of  the  latter  to  protection  from  wasteful  competition  under  the  New 
York  Public  Service  Commissions  law,  although  the  buses  will  take 
traffic  from  the  street  cars  by  furnishing  direct  transportation  to  a 
large  number  of  persons  who  have  had  no  direct  facilities.  Gray's  Peti- 
tion (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  33. 

{1.  There  is  no  improper  competition  with  a  street  railway  by  an 
auto-bus  line  operating  on  a  part  of  its  route  over  a  street  on  which 
the  railway  does  not  propose  to  build  a  line  in  the  near  future,  and 
which  is  from  2,500  to  4,000  feet  from  the  nearest  railway  line,  and 
operating  with  but  few  passengers  on  the  remainder  of  the  route  over 
streets  traversed  by  or  near  railway  lines.  Re  Woodlawn  Improv.  Asso. 
QYansp.  Corp.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1. 

62.  That  it  may  be  more  pleasant  to  travel  in  a  motor  bus  than  in 
a  street  car,  or  vice  versa,  will  at  least  be  given  some  weight  in  pass- 
ing upon  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity 
for  the  operation  of  a  motor  bus  system  in  a  city  in  which  street  cars 
are  operated.    Gray's  Petition  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A.  33. 
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63.  The  fact  that  jitneys  furnish  a  pleasant  mcxle  of  travel  for  a 
large  number  of  city  people  who  desire  to  patronize  them  is  no  ground 
for  granting  a  certificate  of  convenience  for  the  operation  thereof,  where 
the  competition  so  created  would  greatly  affect  the  revenues  and  the 
future  development  of  the  existing  street  railway  system.  Re  Aflhmead 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916D,  10. 

64.  The  fact  that  a  street  railway  company  will  suffer  financial  loss 
from  the  parallel  operation  of  an  auto-bus  line  does  not  justify  the 
refusal  by  the  Commission,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  of  a  certifi- 
cate of  convenience,  where  the  people  and  the  officers  of  a  city  have  de- 
clared in  favor  of  it.    Re  Becraft  (N   Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  820. 

65.  A  street  railroad  company,  although  owning  a  nonexclusive 
franchise  to  operate  in  a  city,  has  a  property  right  that  will  entitle  it 
to  enjoin  the  competitive  operations  of  jitneys  without  legislative  or 
municipal  authority.  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  834  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1143,  179  S.  W.  635). 


j.  Procedure, 

66.  Under  the  Wisconsin  Anti-duplication  Act  the  lines  of  a  tele- 
phone company  may  be  extended  into  territory  in  which  another  corn- 
pay  is  not  engaged  in  local  service,  without  notice  to  it.  Ontario  &  W. 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Norwalk  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Wisf.)  P.I^R.1916A, 
487. 

67.  The  complaint  by  a  telephone  company  that  a  second  company 
had  extended  its  lines  parallel  to  those  of  the  complainant  without  giv- 
ing notice  to  the  Commission  and  the  complainant,  as  required  by 
statute,  will  be  dismissed,  where  it  appears  that  the  duplication  of  in- 
vestment was  small,  that  the  extension  in  question  served  but  two 
patrons  who  were  not  subscribers  of  the  complainant  company  although 
its  service  had  been  available  for  more  than  seven  years,  and  tliat  tiie 
failure  by  respondent  to  give  the  statutory  notice  was  due  to  the  mis- 
conception of  the  effect  of  its  contract  with  the  complainant.  Ozaukee- 
Washington  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Jackson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1910F, 
217. 

IV.  Penalties, 

68.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  refused  to  impose  the  statutibry 
penalty  upon  a  utility  for  furnishing  local  telephone  service  in  occu- 
pied territory  without  first  complying  with  the  statutory  procedure, 
where  the  utility  misapprehended  its  rights  on  acquiring  a  toll  line  in 
such  territory.  Town  Line  Farmers  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Red 
River  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  211. 


MOKOBAHi. 

Issuance  of  stock  for  construction  of  monorail  railroads,  see  Secub- 
ITT  Issues,  71. 
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MOHTAKA. 

Public  Service  Commission  as  ''special  commission''  within  Mon- 
tana Constitution  forbidding  delegation  by  the  legislature  of 
power  over  municipal  affairs  to  a  ''special  commiasioa,"  nee 
Commissions,  1. . 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  company  engaged  solely  in  mining 
coal,  see  Public  Utilities,  9. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  municipal  plant  acquired  by  ex- 
ceeding debt  limit,  see  Public  Utilities,  15. 

Right  of  utilities  to  demand  deposit  as  guaranty  against  injury  to 
meters,  see  Sebvice,  119. 

Standard  rules  and  regulations  for  water  utilities,  see  Sebvioe,  273. 

MOHTH. 

Monthly  minimum  charge  as  preferable  to  yearly  minimum  charge, 

see  Rates,  92. 
Right  to  charge  full   monthly  minimum   charge  for   fraction  of 

month,  see  Rates,  98. 
Monthly  hillings  considered  in  allowance  for  working  capital,  see 

Valuation,  341,  355-366. 
Monthly  billings  eonsidered  in  allowance  tor  working  capital,  see 

Valuation,  341,  355,  366,  369. 

MOBTOAOES. 

Execution  of,  see  Secubitt  Issues. 

Stock  purchased  with  bonds  secured  hy  mortgage  covering  another 

issue  required  to  be  deposited  with  trustee,  see  Secubitt  Is- 

SX^BB,  4. 

MOTOB  BITS  LIKES. 

See  Automobiles. 

MOTOB  OEITEBATOB  8BT. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in,  see  Afpobtbonment,  10. 
As  nonoperating  property,  see  Valuation,  243. 

MOTOBMEH.  » 

Grade  crossings  requiring  great  vigilance  on  the  part  of,  see  Cboss- 
INOS,  15. 

MOTOB8. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  changing  from  direct  to  alternating  cur- 
rent service  where  consumers'  motor  equipment  is  made  useless, 
see  Afpobtionmbnt,  6. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  motors  driving  dynamo  gen- 
erating current  used  for  light,  see  Rateb,  119. 

MOTOB  TBAIir. 

Discontinuance  of,  <»i  railroad  branch  line,  see  Sbvioi,  200,  201. 
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MOTOR  VEHICLES. 

See  Automobiles. 

MOVING  PIOTUBBS. 

Different  rates  for  electricity,  than  that  named  in  filed  schedule  as 
unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  11.. 

Higher  rate  for  electricity  than  regular  commercial  rate  as  imlawful 
discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  fIS, 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  11. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  moving  picture  theaters,  see 
Rates,  119. 

Refund  of  excess  electric  rates  to,  see  Repabation,  27. 

BfTTLTIPLES. 

Of  five  in  computing  railroad  fare,  see  Rates,  165. 

In  computing  freight  rate,  see  Rates,  184. 

Use  of,  in  valuation  of  land,  see  Valuation,  323,  331. 

MUNICIPAI.  ACQUISITIOir* 

See  Municipal  Plant. 

MUNICIPAL  AUTHORITIES. 

Within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  requiring  consent  of,  to  erect 
electric  poles  and  wires  in  public  streets,  see  Towns,  1. 

MUmCIPAL  FRANCHISES. 

See  FBA790HISBS. 

MUNICIPAUTIES. 

I.  Power  of,  1—5. 
//.  Policy  of  Comtnission,  4, 

See  also  Municipal  Plants;  Obdinances. 

Power  of  Colorado  Commission  to  apportion  to  a  county  or  municipality 
part  of  expense  of  eliminating  a  grade  crossing,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 81.  , 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  bridges  in,  see  Apportionment,  87,  92,  03. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  auto-bus  lines  partly  within 
and  partly  without  city,  see  Automobiles,  5,  11. 

Necessity  of  consent  of  local  authorities  for  operation  of  motor  bus  as 
public  carrier,  see  Automobiles,  6,  10. 

Control  over  automobiles  operated  as  common  carriers,  see  Automobiles, 
12-1«. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  good  on  condition  that  municipalities  have 
preference  in  service,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience  anb  Neces- 
sity, 2.  .      , 

Public  Service  Commission  as  "special  commission"  within  Montana 
Constitution  forbidding  delegation  by  the  legislature  of  power  over 
municipal  affairs  to  a  "special  commission,"  see  Covmisbions,  1. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


MUNiaPAUTIES.  241 

Power  of  Indiana  Comnusaion  to  authorize  conatruction  of  atreei  rail- 
way turnout  and  awitch  on  eity  lot  over  which  puhlic  has  no  ease- 
ment, see  CoMifi8siON8,  14. 

Applicability  of  statute,  prohibiting  sale  or  encumbrance  of  a  utility's 
property,  to  transfer  in  favor  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state, 
see  CoNSOLUiATiON,  Msbgkb,  and  Sai2,  4. 

Effect  of  municipal  contract  fixing  water  rates  to  consumers  upon  right 
of  Ckkumisaioa  to  fix  higher  ratea,  see  (Constitutional  Law,  40, 
51-66. 

Grant  of  right  to  lay  water  mains  as  precluding  city  from  requiring 
extension  for  enlarging  mains  to  furnish  fire  protection,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  60. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  require  city  to  bear  portion  of  cost 
of  separating  crossing  grade  of  railroad  track  and  city  street,  as 
proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  70. 

Revocation  of  approval  of  street  lighting  contract,  see  Contracts,  2. 

Municipal  determination  of  the  necessity  of  street  extension  across  a 
railroad,  see  Cbossinos,  8-10. 

Discrimination  in  rates  between  adjoining  municipalities,  see  Discbim- 
ination,  15-23. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to  municipalities,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrik- 
INATION,  32-37,  59. 

Municipality  as  including  county  in  statute  requiring  consent  to  use 
highways  for  telephone  purposes,  see  Franchises,  2. 

Utility  authorized  to  operate  throughout  a  town  not  obliged  to  becurc 
approval  to  operate  in  village  carved  out  of  such  town,  see  Fran- 
chises, 17. 

Town  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  railroad 
tracks  under  Vermont  -  statute,  see  Parties,  9. 

Municipal  license  to  operate  a  puUic  vehicle  as  property,  see  Pbopertt, 
1. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  entered 
into  as  inducement  to  consumer  to  locate  plant  in  city,  ^ee  Rates, 
21. 

Power  of  city  to  fix  telephone  rates,  see  Rates,  30. 

Tnterurban  railway  fare  in  city,  see  Rates,  151,  157,  158. 

Classification  of  water  service  for  city  buildings  and  fountains,  see 
Rates,  25d. 

Water  rates  for  public  fire  protection,  see  Rates,  2G4--266. 

Contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  schoolhouses  and  city  buildings  as  in- 
cluding state  educational  institutions,  see  Service,  2. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  extension  of  water  mains  for  purposes 
of  fire  protection  of  municipality,  see  Service,  17,  18. 

Contract  of  service  to,  see  Service,  114,  116,  117. 

Right  of  gas  utility  to  require  city  to  restore  mains,  damaged  in  street 
grading,  as  a  condition  to  service,  see  Service^  174. 

Water  used  by  city  buildings  to  be  paid  for  on  meter  basis,  see  Service, 
263. 

P.U-Rawe  Dig.— 16. 
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Duty  to  furnish  pure  water  where  municipal  contract  requires  use  of 
impure  source  of  supply  and  inadequate  method  of  flitratton,  see 
Sebvice,  279. 

Power  of  court  to  order  city  to  hold  bond  election,  see  SPBCtnc  Per- 

FOBMANCB,    1. 

Statutes  empowering  towns  to  contract  for  water  supply  as  limiting 

power  of  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Statutes,  3. 
Approval  by  Pennsylvania  Commission  of  contract  with  municipality  for 

construction  of  underground  railway  system,  see  Street  Railways, 

4. 
Valuation  of  pr<^»erty  granted  by  city  to  utility  to  use  so  long  as  ocpm- 

pied  for  utility  purposes,  see  Valuation,  294. 

/.  Potver  of. 

Powers  of  Commission  as  limited  by  powers  of,  see  Coicicissioirs,  7. 

Limitation  of  power  to  exceed  debt  limit,  see  Purug  Utiutibs,  15. 

Power  of  municipality  to  have  hydrants  ordered  by  it  put  out  of  service, 
see  Return,  7. 

Afunicipal  power  to  regulate  speed  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  50. 

night  of  municipality  to  change  from  flat  rate  to  meter  basis  for  elec- 
tric service,  see  Service,  156. 

1.  A  city  may  g^ant  a  franchise  for  the  construction  of  an  electric 
street  railway  to  transport  passengers  and  freight,  under  a  statute  ( Re- 
visal  1905,  §  2916,  subsec.  2910)  authorizing  it  to  grant  franchises  for 
public  utilities.  Turner  v.  North  Carolina  Pub.  Service  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916A,  798   (S.  C.  —  N.  C.  — ,  86  S.  E.  1033). 

2.  A  city  cannot  require  a  telephone  company,  using  the  streets,  t<» 
obtain  a  franchise  from  it,  under  power  to  pass  ordinances  for  the  gen- 
eral welfare,  and  power  to  lay  out  and  alter  streets  and  other  high- 
ways. Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  P.U.R.1916B,  141  (S.  C.  226  Fed. 
82). 

3.  A  statute  providing  that  no  future  law  relating  to  tlie  power 
of  cities  shall  affect  special  charter  cities  unless  made  applicable  there- 
to does  not  affect  the  rights  of  a  telephone  company  in  the  streets  of  a 
special  charter  city,  acquired  under  a  general  statute  authorizing  the 
construction  of  telephone  wires  in  the  highways  of  the  state,  although 
such  general  statute  is  not  made  applicable  to  charter  cities,  since  thu 
statute  excluding  special  charter  cities  from  the  application  of  certain 
laws,  unless  specifically  made  applicable  thereto,  refers  to  laws  dealing 
with  city  powers,  while  the  general  statute  authorizing  the  construction 
of  telephone  wires  in  the  streets  relates  to  the  powers  of  the  state.  Iowa 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  P.U.R.1916B,  141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82). 

//.  Policy  of  Commission. 

4.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  West  Virginia  Commission  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  municipal  regulation  of  utilities  whose  existence  depends 
upon  municipal  franchises,  unless  the  necessity  therefor  is  clear.  Re 
Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916F,  338. 
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KUXICIPAI.  UGHTIKG. 

See  also  generally  MuNiciPALmES. 

ApptMrtionment  of  expenses  ol  electric  utility  between  municipal 
lighting  senrice  and  commercial  and  domestic  service,  see  Ap- 

POMTHNNMBSIT,  5. 

Higher  street  lighting  rate  for  short  term  contract,  see  Rates,  8. 
Comparison  of  rates  for,  see  Ratbs,  44. 

Duty  of  gas  company  to  supply  gas  for  lighting  municipal  lamp;? 
coBiroUed  by  lifting  company,  see  Smvics,  100. 

mnnoiPAX.  owksbship  election. 

See  MumciPAL  Plants. 

MUNICIPAIf  PI<ANT8* 

/.  In  general f  1,  2. 
II,  Compensation  upon  muniHpal  purchase,  a— 7. 

a.  In  general,  3. 

b.  Severance  damages,  4—7» 


See  also  Municipalities. 


J.  In  general. 


Apportionment  of  expense  of  municipal  ownership  election,  see  Appoe- 

TIONMBNT,   1. 

Apportionment  of  interest  on  bonds  and  salary  of  officers  between  muni* 
clpal,  electric  and  water  plant,  see  Appobtionuent,  72. 

Power  of  Oklahoma  Commission  to  compel  electric  utility  to  perform  its 
contract  to  operate  a  miwicipal  water  plant,  see  Commissions,  37. 

Statute  giving  Commission  jurisdiction  over  municipal  plants  as  violat- 
ing constitutional  prohibition  against  legislative  levying  of  taxpi> 
on  municipality,  see  Constitutional  Law,  3. 

Annual  allowance  for  depreciation  of  municipal  electric  plant,  see  V)k- 
PBEOIATION,  44. 

Right  of  municipal  electric  utility  to  charge  a  higher  rate  to  consumers 
without  the  municipality  than  to  residents,  see  Discrimination,  17. 

Franchise  giving  town  option  to  purchase  plant  at  price  to  be  deter- 
mined by  arbitrators  as  preventing  acquisition  by  eminent  domain, 
see  Eminent  Domain,  1. 

Municipality  not  permitted  to  build  transmission  line  where  service  and 
rates  of  existing  company  can  be  remedied  by  Commission,  see  Mo- 
nopoly AND  Competition,  34. 

Admission  of  competition  into  territory  served  by  municipal  plant,  see 
Monopoly  and  Competition,  36. 

Requiring  municipality  to  acquire  plant  of  existing  utility  before  per- 
mitting it  to  construct  a  municipal  plant,  see  Monopoly  and  Com- 
petition, 49-61. 

Complaint  by  municipality  against  rates  by  a  competing  electric  util- 
ity, see  Pabties,  10. 
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Ap  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Uthjtibs,  14,  15. 

Kates  by,  see  Ratbs,  84,  85. 

Street  lighting  by  municipal  plant  to  be  paid  out  of  taxation,  see  Re- 
turn, 17. 

Necessity  of  fixing  rates  of  municipal  utility  to  produoe  mom  than  oper- 
ating expenses,  see  Rbtubn,  18. 

Allowance  for  interest  on  construction  in  estimaitng  operating  expenses, 
see  BjsruEN,  19. 

Right  of  municipal  plant  to  allowance  for  taxes  equal  to  what  private 
utility  would  pay,  see  Rstubn,  21. 

Mtmicipal  ownership  election  expenses  as  operating  charge,  see  BktubN) 
81. 

Power  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  a  city,  operating  a  water 
plant,  to  install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  see 
Sebvice,  28. 

Extension  of  service  by,  see  Service,  61-63. 

Kight  of  municipal  water  utility  to  require  new  consumer  to  bear  cost 
of  service  connections,  see  Service,  87. 

Anticipated  purchase  of  utility  by  municipality  as  permitting  continu- 
ance of  ow^nership  of  meters  by  consumers,  see  Service,  124. 

Ground  for  relieving  municipal  electric  utility  from  statutory  obliga- 
tions to  supply  meters  to  consumers,  see  SebVice,  127. 

To  make  improvements  in  waterworks  essential  to  health  although  cost 
will  prevent  proposed  acquisition  of  electric  plant,  see  Sesvice,  276. 

Power  of  court  upon  decreeing  specific  performance  of  contract  for  mu- 
nicipal purchase  of  water  plant,  see  Specific  Pebformance,  1,  2. 

Valuation  of  utility  for  mimicipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  90,  97, 
114,  116. 

Reasonableness  of  investment  in,  as  compared  with  per  capita  cost  of 
other  plants,  see  Valuation,  121. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expenses  in  valuation  for,  see  Valuation,  138, 
158. 

Meters  paid  for  in  water  allowance  to  consumers  as  part  of  cost  of 
plant  for  municipal  purchase,  see  Valuation,  228. 

Cost  of  lowering  mains  upon  change  of  street  grade  as  part  of  cost  of 
plant  for  municipal  purchase,  see  Valuation,  229. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  973. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discrimination  in  rates  by  munici- 
pality operating  utility,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  616. 

1.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  from  the  Pennsylvania  Com- 
mission is  not  necessary  for  the  construction  of  a  municipal  electric 
light  plant  merely  for  municipal  use.  White  Oak  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Benson  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A,  811. 

2.  A  city  is  not  entitled  to  the  profits  of  a  water  plant  from  the 
time  of  notice  of  its  election  to  buy  the  plant  as  provided  in  the  fran- 
chise, where  it  makes  no  tender  of  payment,  since  the  owner  is  entitled 
to  the  possession  and  all  incidents  of  ownership  until  the  purchaser  is 
actually  ready  to  pay.  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  k  Power  Co. 
(Wash!)  P.U.R.1916B,  120 
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II.  Compenaatian  upon  municipal  purchase. 

a.  In  general. 

3.  A  single  definite  sum,  rather  than  the  elements  entering  into 
the  problem,  should,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  direction,  be  fixed  as 
just  compensation  to  be  paid  by  a  municipality  for  property  of  a 
utility,  viewed  as  a  going  concern,  with  franchise  rights  attached.  Re 
Lofl  Angeles  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  693. 

b.  Severance  damages. 

4.  Only  the  property  exclusively  used  for  electric  utility  purposes 
will  be  required  to  be  taken  over  by  a  city  in  acquiring,  under  §§ 
1797m-79-82,  inelusive,  of  the  Wisconsin  Public  Utility  Act,  an  electric 
plant  operated  in  connection  with  a  tannery.  Re  Falls  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  151. 

6.  A  city  taking  over  only  the  property  exclusively  used  for  electric 
utility  purposes  from  one  operating  an  electric  plant  in  connection  with 
a  tannery  must  pay  severance  damages  to  the  remaining  property,  that 
was  in  joint  use,  for  the  loss  from  inability  to  use  the  capacity  in  ex- 
cess of  tannery  requirements,  and  for  the  cost  to  the  owner  in  making 
the  severance  and  reconnections.  Re  Falls  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  151. 

6.  Severance  damages  due  to  the  taking  of  only  a  portion  of  a 
unified  electric  generating,  transmitting,  and  distributing  system  are 
not  measured  by  any  capitalization  of  loss  in  earnings  for  all  time  to 
c(Mne,  but  by  adding,  year  by  year,  the  reasonable  losses  during  the 
period  while  net  earnings  are  being  recovered  from  the  property  not 
taken,  and  by  bringing  the  amount  thus  ascertained,  year  by  year,  back 
to  the  date  as  of  which  the  compensation  is  determined.  Re  Los  Angeles 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  593. 

7.  Consideration  must  be  given  to  the  loss  in  intrinsic  value,  due 
to  less  profitable  use,  of  the  property  not  taken,  as  well  as  to  the  cost 
of  money,  depreciation,  and  maintenance  for  such  part  during  the 
period  of  temporary  idleness,  in  allowing  severance  damages  against  a 
municipality  acquiring  only  the  lighting  distribution  part  of  a  unified 
system  for  the  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric 
light  and  power.    Re  Los  Angeles  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  593. 

^MUNICIPAIi  PUBOKASB. 

See  Municipal  Plant. 

MUTITAL  TEIJBPHONE  COKPAmr. 

See  also  Telephones. 

Discrimination  by  refusal  of  physical  connection,  see  DisoRTBnNA- 

•noN,  149. 
Admission  of  mutual  telephone  company  into  territory  adequately 

served  to  reduce  cost  of  service  to  members,  see  Monopoly  and 

Competition,  46. 
As  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  16-22. 
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246      MUTUAL  TRANSPORTATION  CLUB;  NATURAL  GAS. 

Issuance  ol  stock  to  quality  applicant  for  service,  see  Security 

Issues,  28. 
Right  of  mutual  telephone  company  to  require  applicant  to  purchase 

stock  as  condition  of  extending  service,  see  Service,  86. 
Establishment  of  physical  connection  with  rural  mutual  telephones, 

see  Service,  258. 
Policy  of  North  Dakota  Commission  to  encourage  telephone  service 

in  villages  and  cities  upon  a  rental  rather  than  a  mutual  basis, 

see  Telephones,  2. 

MUTTJAI.  TRANSPOBTATiaK  CLUB. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  neces- 
sary under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying 
for  hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Cabrikbs,  1. 

KATURAL  GAS. 

See  also  Gas. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  production  plant,  see  Appobtionhsnt,  12. 

Basis  for  apportioning  value  of  transportation  and  distribution 
system  of  natural  gas  company  in  two  states,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 13. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discrimination,  07. 

Preference  of  domestic  use  over  industrial  use  as  discrimination,  see 
Discrimination,  133. 

Fine  for  refusal  to  obey  order  to  furnish  adequate  supply,  *  see 
Fines  and  Penalties,  2. 

Sale  of  natural  gas  produced  in  another  state  after  it  is  commin- 
gled with  gas  produced  in  the  state  as  interstate  commerce,  see 
Interstate  Commerce,  3,  7. 

Municipal  plant  in  territory  served  by  artificial  gas  system,  see  Mo- 
nopoly AND  Competition,  21. 

Payment  for  service,  see  Payment. 

Jurisdiction  of  Oklahoma  Commission  over  company  supplying 
natural  gas  to  others  for  distribution,  see  Public  Utiuties,  36. 

Policy  of  Oklahoma  Commission  as  to  authorizing  reduction  in 
rates  for  natural  gas  for  manufacturers,  see  Rates,  63. 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  Return,  35-121. 

Investment  in  leases  and  wells  to  be  amortized,  see  Rbtubn,  42. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  inspecting  and  repairing  natural  gas  mains 
in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  60.  , 

Allowance  for  amount  expended  in  acquiring  and  holding  natural 
gas  leases,  see  Return,  73. 

Allowance  for  loss  of  ga«  in  estimating  operating  expenses,  see  Rv- 
•  TUBN,  114. 

Return  for  natural  gas  utility,  see  Return  generally,  and  particu- 
larly, 199-202. 

Service  by  natural  gas  company,  see  Service  generally,  and  particu- 
larly, 173-176. 

Extension  of  service  by  natural  gas  company,  see  Service,  56,  77, 
90. 
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OmsiderMion  pavement  over  mains,  in  valuation  proceedinge,  see 

Valuation,  210-222. 
Valuation  of  system,  see  Valitation. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  natural  gas  utilities  generally,  Ap- 
pendix, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  976. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  natural  gas  rates.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1006. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  natural  gas  service,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1062. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  service  by  natural 
gas  company,  P.UJ1.1916F,  p.  351. 

1.  The  loss  of  natural  gas  in  distributing  lines  should  not  exceed 
20  per  cent.    Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

NEBRASKA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  increase  telephone  rates  fixed  by  municipal 

franchise,  see  Constitutional  Law,  33. 
Commission  not  authorizing  increase  of  state  rates  to  correspond 

with  interstate  rates,  see  Rates,  25. 

HBCE8SITY. 

See  also  Cebtificate  op  Convenience  and  Necessity. 
Definition  of,  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute,  see  Sebvice,  254. 

VEGUGEHCE. 

Operation  of  jitney  bus  in  negligent  manner,  as  public  nuisance, 
see  Nuisance,  1. 

Failure  to  examine  railroad  tariff  as  precluding  right  to  recover  for 
loss  sustained  under  contract  based  on  lower  rates,  see  Repara- 
tion, 1. 

No  allowance  for  losses  due  to  failure  to  collect  bills,  see  Retubn, 
110,  111. 

NEVADA. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  question  of  damages  for  failure 
of  irrigation  company  to  furnish  water,  see  Damages,  3. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  past  rate,  see  Rates, 
17. 

NEW  HAMPftHIBS. 

Power  of  New  Hampshire  Commission  to  pass  on  unconstitutionali- 
ty of  statute,  see  Commissions,  28. 

Right  to  invest  depreciation  funds  in  additions  or  extensions  under 
New  Hampshire  statute,  see  Depreciation,  93. 

Equipment  of  cars  for  shipment  of  lumber  under  New  Hampshire 
statute,  see  Sebvice,  212-214. 

NEW  JEB8ET. 

Policy  of  Commission  to  assume  jurisdiction  in  a  doubtful  case,  see 
Commissions,  19. 
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Power  of  Commission  to  compel  specific  performance  ol  oontract,  see 
Commissions,  32. 

Effect  of  contracts  fixing  rates  upon  power  of  Commission  to  regu- 
late rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  38,  64,  56. 

Power  of  Commission  to  award  damages,  see  Damao£S,  1. 

Municipality  as  including  county  in  statute  requiring  consent  to 
use  highways  for  telephone  purposes,  see  Fbanchises,  2. 

Policy  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  approval  of  ordinance  fran- 
chise passed  without  notice,  see  Fbanchises,  19. 

Policy  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  sewer  rates  fixed  by  ordi- 
nance giving  city  right  to  buy  system  at  specified  price,  see 
Rates,  207. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  reparation  of  overcharges,  see 
Repabation,  11. 

Jurisdiction  of  Conunission  over  bonds  of  foreign  corporation  en- 
cumbering leasehold  interests  of  railroad  under  state  franchise, 
see  SECuamr  Issues,  8. 

Applicability  of  New  Jersey  statute  limiting  sale  price  to  bonds  of 
foreign  corporations  operating  railroad  as  lessee,  see  Segubitt 
Issues,  50. 

HEWSPAPEBS. 

Exclusive  transportation  of  a  particular  newspaper  on  an  early 

boat  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  140,  141. 
Rates  for  transporting,  see  Rates,  209. 

HEW  TOBK. 

Good  faith  of  Commission  in  taking  of  property  under  Rapid  Trans- 
it Act,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  16. 

Applicability  of  New  York  statute  governing  jitneys  to  automo- 
biles standing  at  hotels  and  railroad  depots  for  hire,  see  Au- 
tomobiles, 1. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  permitting  use  of  secondhand  automo- 
biles for  transporting  passengers,  see  Automobiles,  3. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  auto-bus  lines  partly 
within  and  partly  without  city,  see  Automobiles,  5,  11. 

Municipal  consent  to  auto  bus  operation  in  cities  as  franchise  within 
meaning  of  Second  Class  City  Law,  see  Automobiles,  13. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carbiebs,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  necessity  of  taking  prop- 
erty for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Commissions,  12a. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  determine  validity  of  franchise 
upon  application  for  approval,  see  Commissions,  27. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  pass  upon  legality  of  establishment 
of  lighting  district,  see  Commissions,  28. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  impound  purchase  money  of  utility 
to  secure  claim  for  damages,  see  Consolidation,  Uebgeb,  and 
Sale,  15. 
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Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  dissolution   of  consolidated 

corporations,  see  Cokbolidation,  MsitoBft,  and  Sale,  16, 
^Teot  of  franchise  stipulation  fixing  rates  upon  power  of  Commis- 

■ion  to  regulate  rates,  see  CJONfiTiTUrrowAL  Law,  32. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  manner  in  which  street 

shall  cross  a  raJlroad,  see  CBOSSiKds,  8. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  of  complaint  against  railroad  for  flood- 
ing farm,  see  Damaqes,  5. 
Bight  of  municipality  to  grant  electric  lighting  franchise  to  natural 

person  under  New  York  law,  see  Fbanohisbs,  3. 
Necessity  for  vote  for  grant  of  village  franchise,  see  Franchises, 

9,  10. 
Policy  of  state  to  protect  existing  puhlic  utilities  from  imrestricted 

competition,  see  Monopolt  and  Comfetitign,  1. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  competing  auto  bus  lines  on  rural 

state  highways,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  6. 
Policy  of  New  York  Commission  to  fix  rates  with  discount  for 

prompt  payment  rather  than  a  lower  rate  with  a  penalty  for 

delinquent  payment,  see  Payment,  18. 
Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by 

mandamus  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and 

orders,  see  Procedure,  7. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rates  charged  by  real  estate  com- 
pany operating  passenger  elevator  for  accommodation  of  pur- 
chasers of  land,  see  Public  Utelitibs,  4. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  one  condudiilg  parcel  room  in 

leased  space  in  depot,  see  Public  UTiLpriES,  28. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  hotel  ccnopany  operating  teleplione 

system,  see  Public  Utilitixs,  30. 
Statutory  2  cent  a  mile  passenger  fare  repealed  by  General  Railroad 

Act,  see  Rates,  25. 
Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  increase  railroad  mileage  book 

rate  over  statutory  maximum,  see  Ri^tesb,  26. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  issuance  of  securities  for  main- 
tenance and  replacements,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  9. 
Conversion  of  bonds  into  stock  imder  laws  of,  see  Security  Issues, 

19,  20. 
Issue  of  securities  to  pay  for  operating  expenses,  under  New  York 

statute,  see  Security  Issues,  32,  33. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  number  of  messages 

sent  from  subscriber's  telephone,  see  Service,  5. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  extension  of  natural  gas 

mains,  see  Sexvice,  11. 
Power  of  Commission  to  require  street  railway  to  extend  service 

over  a  street  for  which  it  has  no  franchise,  see  Service,  15,  16. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  continuance  of  service  by 

means  of  physical  oonuection  between  telephones,  see  Service, 

30. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  parcel  checking  service 

rendered  by  railroad  or  by  lessee  of  space  in  depot,  see  Service, 

41. 
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Duty  of  natural  gas  company  to  make  ejctensions  of  service  under 
New  York  statute,  see  Service,  56. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  under  New  York  statute  to  pass  upon  reason- 
ableness of  extension  to  service,  ordered  by  Conunission,  see 
Sebvicb,  60. 

Construction  of  Rapid  Transit  Act,  see  Statutes. 

HICKIX. 

Monthly  guaranty  for  nickel-class  of  telepfaose  service,  see  Rates, 
217. 

HIGRT  SERVICE. 

All-night  service  by  electric  company,  see  Sebviob,  153-156. 
Discontinuance  of  telephone  night  service,  see  ^sviCB,  265. 

KOKOPERATIHO  PROPERTY. 

See  Pbopebtt  Not  Used  ob  UsBruL. 

KOKPATMEKT. 

Penalties  for,  see  Payment,  23,  24. 

KOKRE8IDENT8. 

Transfer  of  local  control  to,  as  factor  affecting  consolidation,  see 
Consolidation,  Mebgbb,  and  Sale,  27,  28. 

KOmUBSORIBERS. 

Discontinuance  of  service  for  permitting  noasubscriber  to  use  tele- 
phone, see  Service,  106,  107. 
Right  to  deny  telephone  service  to,  see  Sbkvice,  245. 
Permitting  use  of  water  by,  see  Sbbvigoc,  295. 

KONVSER. 

Effect  of  nonuser  of  rights  granted  prior  to  Public  Service  Law  upon 
necessity  of  securing  certificate  of  convenience,  see  Cebthicatb 
OF  Convenience  and  Ndobssitt,  7. 

NORTH  CAROLIKA. 

State  statute  imposing  penalty  for  failure  to  refund  overcharge 
collected  upon  interstate  shipment  as  conflicting  with  congres- 
sional legislation,  see  Intebstatb  Commerce,  8. 

Power  of  city  to  grant  street  railway  franchise  under  statute  au- 
thorizing it  to  grant  franchise  for  public  utilities,  see  Mcnici- 
PALITIES,  1. 

KORTH  DAKOTA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  ^x  rates  for  storage  of  grain  under  North 
Dakota  statute,  see  Rates,  23. 

Policy  of  Commission  to  encourage  telephone  service  in  villages  and 
cities  upon  a  rental  rather  than  a  mutual  basis,  see  Tele- 
phones, 2. 
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NOTES. 

IsBuaiice  of,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues. 

Cancelation  of  vendor's  notes  from  purchaser  of  stodc,  see  Con- 
solidation, MicBflBB,  AND  Sale,  6. 

NOTICE. 

Directing  utility  to  cease  furnishing  service  at  contract  rates  with- 
out notice  to  consumer  as  denial  ol  due  process,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  12. 

Bffeet  of  notice,  after  expiration  of  street  lighting  contract,  to  com- 
pany to  discontinue  service  until  after  settlement  of  matter 
in  dilute  to  terminate  all  contractual  relations  with  munici- 
pality, see  CoNTBACTS,  3. 

Policy  of  New  Jersey  Commission  as  to  approval  of  ordinance  fran- 
diise  passed  without  notice,  see  Fbanchibks,  19. 

Right  to  ext^id  telephone  into  occupied  territory  without  notice 
under  Wisconsin  statute,  see  Monopoly  and  CoxnaiTiON,  d6. 

Necessity  and  sufficiency  of  notice  of  intention  to  discontinue  serv- 
ice for  nonpayment,  see  Payment,  33,  34. 

Application  for  order  authorizing  increase  in  rates  na  a  "case" 
within  Conunission  rule  requiring  notice  of  hearing,  see  Pbo- 
CEDUBE,  4. 

Necessity  of  notice  of  hearing  upon  complaint  as  to  inadequate  tele- 
phone service  under  Kansas  statute,  see  Pbocedubb,  5. 

Effect  of  failure  to  give  state  Commission  notice  of  proceedings  of 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  see  Raucs,  25. 

To  change  rates  selected  by  eonsumer,  see  Rates,  4. 

To  consumers  of  advantage  from  new  schedule,  see  Rates,  121. 

Right  of  bondholders  to  notice  of  application  for  authority  to  is- 
sue additional  bonds,  see  Seoubtty  Issues,  72. 

Necessity  of  notice  before  abandoning  heating  service,  see  Sebvice, 
99,  100. 

NUISANCE. 

Authority  to  construct  street  railway  turnout  and  switch  not  de- 
nied because  possible  resulting  nuisance',  see  Stbeet  Railways, 
2. 

1.  The  operation  of  jitneys  in  defiance  of  statutory  requirements  of 
license  and  execution  of  indemnity  bonds  against  liability  for  injuries, 
and  in  a  manner  to  imperil  the  safety  of  the  public,  is  a  public  nuisance 
that  may  be  enjoined  by  a  street  railroad  that  suffers  material  loss  of 
revenue  from  the  illegal  competition.  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rapid 
Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  834  (S.  C.  —  Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916A,  1143,  179 
S.  W.  635). 

OBITEB  DICTA. 

Court  ruling  on  review  of  Commission  order  denying  bond  issue 
application  as  not  obiter  dicta  on  subsequent  application,  see 
Judgments,  1. 
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OBJECTIONS. 

No  technical  objections  to  complaint  after  answ^  to  merits,  see 

Pl^ADING. 

OBLIGATIONS. 

Consideration  of  contract  obligations  of  predecessor  when  passing 
upon  question  whether  an  abandoned  branch  line  should  be 
reconstructed,  see  Sebvicb,  48. 

OBSOLESCENCE. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  26^279. 

OCCASIONAL  DEMAND. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  water  rates  for  public  fire  protection 
service,  see  Rates,  266. 

OCCUPATION  TAX. 

See  Taxes. 

OCCUPIED  TEBBITOBT. 

Admission  of  competition  into  oocupied  territory,  see  Monopolt 

AND  Competition. 
Mutual  telephone  company  not  to  operate  in,  without  permission, 

see  Public  UTiLinKS,  19,  21. 

OFFICE  FURNITUBE. 

Allowance  for  rent  of  office  fixtures  as  operating  expenses,  see  Rs- 
TUBN,  74. 

OFFICERS. 

Metliod  of  apportioning  general  ofiice  salaries  between  various 
classes  of  telephone  service,  see  App(«tionment,  41. 

Time  of  general  officers  of  water  company  to  be  apportioned  between 
construction  and  replacements,  see  Affobtionment,  61. 

Apportionment  of  salaries  of  officers  in  estimating  eTcpenses  of  elec- 
trical department  of  a  utility  also  supplying  water,  see  Affob- 
TIONMENT,   72,   73. 

Of  mining  companies  not  to  be  given  special  water  rates,  see  Dis- 

OBIMINATION,  66. 

Free  service  to  officers  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  42-44. 

Effect  of  invalidity  of  franchise  provision  for  election  of  directors 
by  city,  see  Franchises,  7. 

Allowance  for  salaries  of  officers,  see  Retubn,  84-94. 

Allowance  for  operating  expense  where  salaries  of  officers  for  over- 
head duties  are  charged  to  operation,  see  Valuation,  186. 

OFFICES. 

Apportionment  of  rent  of  general  offices  used  by  several  depart- 
ments, see  Affobtionment,  66. 
Rent  of,  as  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  119. 
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OFF-PEAK  CONSUMERS. 

Reduced  rates  to  off-peak  -viere  of  eledricity,  see  Dsboumihation, 
63.  61. 

OFF-PEAK  SERVICE. 

DiBcontinuance  of  rate  fot^  see  Rates,  108. 

OHIO. 

Review  by  Supreme  Court  of  determination  of  Commission  as  to 
practicability  of  street  railway  extensions  under  city  ordinance, 
see  Appeal  and  Review,  20. 

Considerations  of  interference  of  Supreme  Court  with  Commission 
order,  see  Appeal  ahd  Review,  22,  23. 

Power  of  Commission  to  apportion  joint  rates,  see  Apportionment, 
82. 

Weight  to  be  given  by  Commission  to  decision  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  see  Commissions,  6. 

Power  of  Commission  to  issue  injunctions,  see  Commissions,  31. 

Furnishing  long  distance  telephone  service  in  one  locality  and  re- 
fusing it  in  another  as  unlawful  diBcrimination  imder  Ohio 
statute,  see  Discrimination,  143. 

Necessity  of  Commission's  approval  of  lease  between  utilities,  see 
Intercorporate  Relations,  4. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  mutual  telephone  company,  see 
Public  Utilities,  16. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  for  services  not  provided 
for  in  ordinance,  see  Rates,  12. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  award  reparation,  see  Reparation, 
22,  25. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  in  inquiry  as  to  rates,  to  pass  upon 
questions  of  service,  see  Service,  6. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  determine  practicability  of  extensions 
of  street  railway  lines  required  by  city  ordinatMse,  see  Sebvicib, 
12. 

Power  of  Commission  over  abandonment  of  railroad  service,  sec 
Service,  21. 

Power  of  Commissioh  to  order  physical  connection  between  tele- 
phones, see  Service,  32. 

Right  to  require  physical  connection  between  telephone  companies 
under  Ohio  statutes,  see  Service,  201v 

Requirements  of  statutes  of,  with  respect  to  consideration  of  unit 
prices,  see  Valuation,  96. 

Treatment  of  land  held  under  lease  renewable  forever,  see  Valua- 
tion, 296,  297. 

on- 
Abstract  of  case  passing  upon  the  power  of  Ifttentate  Commerce 

Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  secure  and  famish  tank  cars  for 

shipment  of  oil,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  870. 

Abstract  of  cases  relating  to,  Appbndiz,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  976. 
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254  OIL  WELLS— OPERATING  EXPENSE. 

on.  WEIX8. 

Consumers  not  to  be  required  to  sign  oontraet  as  eondition  preced- 
ent to  electric  service  for  oil  wells,  see  Skbvicb,  114« 

OKLAHOMA. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  an  electric  utility  to  perform 
its  contract  to  operate  a  municipal  waterworks,  see  Commis- 
sions, 37. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  consolidation  of  competing 
telephone  exchanges,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  8. 

Authorizing  Commission  to  prescribe  rates  as  unconstitutional  dele- 
gation of  powers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  62. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  company  supplying  natural  gas 
to  others  for  distribution,  see  Public  Utilitibs,  36. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  authorizing  reduction  in  rates 
for  natural  gas  for  manufacturers,  see  Rates,  63. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  foreign  corporations,  see  Service, 
5. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  free  interchange  service  between 
telephone  companies,  see  Service;,  34. 

OMISSIONS. 

See  OvEKHBAD  Expenses. 

ONE-MAN  SERVICE. 

One-man  street  cars,  use  of,  see  Return,  61. 
On  electric  cars,  see  Service,  233,  234. 

ONE-WAT. 

Comparison  of  round-trip  fare  with  doubling  one-way  fare,  see 
Rates,  150. 

OPERA  HOUSES. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  120. 

OPERATING   CONDITIONS. 

On  one  railroad  as  affecting  divisicm  of  joint  rates,  see  Appobhok- 
MENT,  104. 

OPERATING  CONTINGENCIES. 

Provision  for,  affecting  investment  in  excess  of  pres^it  needs,  see 
Valuation,  262. 

OPERATING  EFFICIENCY. 

No  presumption  as  to,  in  rate  valuation,  see  Evidence,  12. 

OPERATING  EXPENSE. 

Apportionment  of,  generally,  see  Apportionment. 
Consideration  of,  in  apportioning  cost  of  producing  and  transmit- 
ting electricity,  see  Appobttonment,  4. 
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OPERATING  REVENUES— OPERATORS.  266 

Apportionment  of  operating  expenses  of  water  utility,  see  Appob- 
TIONMSNT,  61-63. 

Purchase  price  on  merger  in  excess  of  value  not  to  be  charged  to 
operating  expenses,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  30. 

Duty  to  make  allowance  for  anniuil  depreciation  in  estimating  qp«r* 
ating  expenses,  see  Depreciation,  14. 

Judicial  notice  of  increase  in,  see  Evidence,  18. 

Paid  by  mutual  telephone  subscribers  as  affecting  nature  of  serv- 
ice, see  Public  Utilities,  19. 

Increase  in,  as  grounds  for  refusal  to  reduce  street  railway  rates, 
see  Rates,  213. 

Necessity  of  fixing  rates  for  municipal  utility  to  produce  more  than 
operating  expenses,  see  Retubn,  18. 

Substantial  fire  loss  to  he  amortized,  rather  than  charged  to  operat- 
ing expense  of  single  year,  see  Retubn,  31. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  returns,  see  Retubn,  35-121. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for,  see  Secubtiy  Issues,  32,  33. 

Excess  price  over  value  upon  purchase  of  property,  not  to  be 
charged  to  capital  or  operating  expenses,  but  amortized  out  of 
issue  or  charged  to  profit  and  loss,  Secubitt  Issues,  40. 

Consideration  of  sum  necessary  to  meet  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valuation,  6. 

Consideration  of  overhead  expenses  paid  for  out  of  earnings  charged 
to  operating  expense,  see  Valuation,  137. 

OPERATING  REVENUES. 

As  element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  security  issue  for  con- 
struction of  monorail  railroad,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  71. 

OPERATION. 

Apportionment  of  cost  or  operation  of  physical  connection  between 

water  utilities,  see  Appobtionment,  95. 
Ccmsideration  of  successful  operation  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 

392-397. 

OPERATION  AT  A  LOSS. 

Increase  in  railroad  fare  to  prevent,  see  Ratbb,  167. 

Increase  in  street  railway  fares,  see  Rates,  212. 

Increase  in  fares  to  prevent,  see  Retubn,  143. 

Discontinuance  of  service  carried  on  at  a  loss,  see  Sebvice,  99,  100, 

103,  105. 
Duty  of  railroads  to  operate  at  a  loss,  see  Sebvice,  177. 
Requiring  railroads  to  furnish  through  sleeping  car  service  at  a 

loss,  see  Sebvice,  208. 
Consideration  of  losses  in  fixing  going  value,  see  Valuation,  385- 

445. 

OPERATORS. 

Teleplione  operator  not  to  call  subscriber  who  finds  line  busy,  sea 
Sebvice,  269. 
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256  OPINION  EVIDENCE— ORDERS,  I. 

OPINION  EVIDENCE. 

Of  engineers,  as  to  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuahow,  '  136. 
Of  value  of  land,  see  Valuation,  326-327. 

OPPOSITE  DIRECTION. 

Telephone  rates  to  be  the  same  in  both  directions,  see  Discbimina- 
TION,  121. 

OPTION. 

Of  consumer  under  two  schedules,  see  Rates,  123,  124. 

Annual  interest  payment  on  water  right  option  not  used  or  useful 

in  public  service,  see  Retl^bn,  121. 
Cost  of  obtaining,  as  overhead  expense,  see  Valuatdon,  132. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  491,  493. 

ORDERS. 

/.  In  generalf  1— tf . 
II.  Suspension  pending  appeal,  4,  5. 

/.  In  general. 

Review  of,  see  Appbai;.  and  Review. 

Certiorari  to  review  orders  of  Commission,  see  Certiorabi. 

Change  of  membership  in  Commission  as  ground  for  reopening  previous- 
ly decided  case,  see  COmkissions,  2. 

Commissions  following  decisions  of  state  court  on  questions  of  law,  see 
Commissions,  4. 

Fact  that  Commission  has  no  power  to  enforce  its  orders  as  affecting  its 
right  to  make  an  order  expressly  conferred  by  statute,  see  Com- 
missions, 21. 

When  order  cannot  be  made  upon  application  for  authority  to  sell  utility 
property,  see  Consolidation,  Meroeb,  and  Sale,  7. 

Order  requiring  railroad  to  continue  interurban  service  voluntarily 
established  and  maintained  for  many  years,  as  denial  of  constitu- 
tional rights,  see  Constttttional  Law,  10a. 

Order  of  the  Commission  which  can  be  enforced  only  in  a  court  action 
as  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  see  Con- 
STiTunoNAL  Law,  13. 

Orders  fixing  railroad  rates  as  denial  of  constitutional  rights,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  14. 

Order  of  Commission  requiring  reparation  which  can  be  enforced  only 
by  a  court  action  as  denial  of  trial  by  jury,  see  CoNSTiTimoNAL 
Law,  30. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of  legislative,  judicial,  and  executive 
powers  in  violation  of  Kentucky  constitution,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  64,  65. 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  orders  of  Commission,  see  Etidenob,  7-9. 

Fines  and  penalties  for  noncompliance  with  orders,  see  Fines  and  Penal- 
ties, 1,  2. 

Injunction  to  restrain  enforcement  of,  see  Injunction. 
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Enforcement  of,  hy  mandaniTis,  see  Makdamus,  5-9. 

As  to  storage  of  sample  baggage  to  inelude  general  baggage  althougU 
public  not  a  party,  see  Pabties,  3. 

Who  may  maintain  suit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order  approving 
sale  of  leased  telephone  line,  see  FAwrOB,  8. 

Order  setting  a^ide  funds  for  depreciation  not  reduced  pending  cer- 
tiorari to  review  legality  of  order,  see  Procedure,  1. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by  man< 
damns  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and  orders,  see 
Procedure,  7. 

Effect  of  rate  order  not  prescribing  time  it  will  be  in  force,  see  Rates, 
5. 

Time  for  filing  petition  for  rehearing  under  California  statute,  see  Rb- 

HEARINO,   1. 

For  reparation,  see  Reparation. 

Adequate  remedy  at  law  for  recovery  of  overcharge  aja  depriving  Com- 
mission of  right  to  order  reparation,  see  Reparation,  21. 

Construction  of  findings  of  Commission  in  enforcing  reparation  award, 
see  Reparation,  35. 

Approval  of  security  issues  not  amounting  to  guaranty,  see  Security 
Issues,  16. 

Ground  for  revoking  order  authorizing  additional  bond  issue,  see  Secur- 
ity Issues,  66-68. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  rebuilding  of  abandoned  railroad  line 
acquired  from  predecessor  where  carrier  would  be  obliged  to  amend 
its  charter  to  comply  with  order,  see  Sekviob,  49. 

Distinction  between  order  fixing  rates  which  denies  utility  proper  com- 
pensation and  order  compelling  service  required  by  franchise,  see 
Service,  177. 

Electric  railways  exempted  from  operation  of  California  statute  pro- 
hibiting trainmen  from  receiving  or  delivering  train  orders  by  tele- 
phone or  telegraph  by  order  of  Commission,  see  Service,  179. 

Abstract  of  case  on  effect  of  Commission  order.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  977. 

1.  Two  orders  regulating  train  service  must  both  fall  if  they  are 
oppressive  when  considered  together,  although  each  may  be  valid  when 
considered  alone,  since  the  court  cannot  select  which  shall  stand;  but 
if  one  order  is  valid  and  the  other  is  of  itself  invalid,  the  valid  order 
will  stand  while  tke  other  will  fall.  Railroad  Commission  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  451  (S.  C.  —  Ala.  —,  70  So.  645). 

2.  A  railroad  company  incurs  no  liability  in  complying  with  a 
valid  order  of  the  Commission  directing  it  to  carry  out  certain  ap- 
proved plans  for  the  elimination  of  grade  crossings,  where  the  statute 
(Vt.  P.  S.  4544)  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  determine  by 
whom  its  orders  shall  be  executed,  since  it  is  then  acting  as  the  agent 
of  the  Commission.  Sayers  v.  Montpelier  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E, 
508   (S.  C.  —  Vt.  — ,  97  Atl.  660), 

3.  The  California  Commission  will  not  apply  the  rule  of  res  judicata 
on  the  question  whether  an  abandoned  branch  railroad  shall  be  recon- 
structed; it  appearing  that  the  decision  relied  on  was  made  by  a  for- 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 17. 
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mer  GommiBsion  having  a  different  jurisdiction,  and  tlutt  neither  the 
facts  nor  the  parties  in  the  two  proceedings  were  the  same.  Cabrillo 
Club  V.  Atchison,  T.'&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.RllOWA,  102. 

/I.  Su^pen^Unt  pending  appeal. 

4.  A  suit  to  annul  an  order  reducing  a  rate,  not  accompanied 
by  an  injunction,  does  not  suspend  the  order  so  as  to  defeat  reparation 
to  a  shipper  required  to  pay  the  old  rate^  under  conflicting  consti- 
tutional provisions  that  a  Commission  order  shall  be  effective  until 
set  aside  by  the  Commission  or  a  court  in  a  suit  to  annul,  and  that 
upon  the  sustaining  of  a  Commission  rate  contested  in  court  the 
utility  shall  pay  a. penalty  for  each  day  the  rate  was  suspended  by 
the  suit,  since  the  provisions  can  be  reconciled  by  construing  the  first 
to  refer  to  a  suit  without  an  injunction,  which  does  not  suspend,  and 
the  other  to  refer  to  a  suit  for  an  injunction.  McAdams  v.  Wells  F.  & 
Exp.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  464  (S.  C.  —  La.  — ,  71  So.  945). 

5.  An  electric  utility's  claim  to  a  legal  right  to  operate  without  a 
certificate  of  public  convenience  from  the  Pennsylvania  Commission, 
which  claim  had  been  determined  adversely  to  it  by  an  order  of  the 
Commission,  cannot  be  interposed  as  a  defense  in  proceedings  against 
it  for  violation  of  the  certificate  of  public  convenience  provision  of  the 
Public  Service  Company  law,  where  the  order  remains  in  full  force  and 
effect,  although  an  appeal  therefrom  is  pending  in  the  courts.  Citizens' 
Electric  Illuminating  Co.  v.  Consumers*  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  711. 

ORDINAKCES. 

See  also  Fbanchise;  Municipalities. 

Review  of  determination  of  Commission  as  to  practicability  of  street 
railway  extension  under  city  ordinance,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 20. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  order  free  transportation  of  mail 
carriers  by  street  railways  under  an  ordinanoe  requiring  it, 
see  Commissions,  30. 

Power,  under  anti-discrimination  statute,  to  prevent  discrimination 
against  part  of  city  in  issuance  of  street  and  interurban  rail- 
way transfers,  permitted  by  contract  ordinance,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  39. 

Ordinance  requiring  city  franchise  to  operate  telephone  as  impair- 
ing charter  right  to  use  public  highways,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  57,  58. 

Jitney  ordinance  increasing  license  fees  as  impairing  contract  obli- 
gation, see  CoNS-nruTiaNAL  Law,  69. 

Injunction  to  prevent  enforcement  of  criminal  jitney  ordinance,  see 
Injunction,  2. 

Mandamus  to  compel  enforcement  of  order  requiring  construction 
of  depot  in  manner  violating  municipal  ordinance,  see  ^Ian- 
DAMUS,  7. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  fix  rates  for  service  not  provided 
for  in  ordinance,  see  Kates,  12w 
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Inereaae  of  sewer  rates  over  maaciminn-  fixed  by  €frdixaju»  ooAtract^ 
see  Ratbs.  82.  83. 

Policy  of  New  Jo^ey  Commission  as  to  sewer  rates  fixed  by  ordi- 
Basee  giving  city  right  to  buy  sysleni  at  ^[Mclied  price,  see 
RAtBs,  207. 

Power  of  Commission  to  determine  praeticabiHty  of  extensions  of 
street  railway  lines  required  by  cl^  ordinance,  see  Sbbtics,  12. 

Use  of  ordinance  rental  in  valuing  telephone  easements,  see  Valua- 
tion, 460. 

OREGON. 

Elements  considered  by  Commission  in  finding  valuation  of  utility, 

see  Valuation,  5. 
Definition  of  reproduction  cost  by  Commission,  see  Valuation,  10. 
Statutory  duty  of  Commission  as  to  valuaticm  of  railways,  see 

Valuation,  16,  17. 

ORGANIZATION  EXPENSES. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for  organization  expenses,  see  Secumtt 
Issues,  30. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Sbcubity  Issues,  64. 

Allowance  of,  as  overhead  expenses,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see 
Valuation,  132,  134,  150-165,  178. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including,  see  Valua- 
tion, 185,  209. 

OBIGINAL  COST. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  28-44, 

Outstanding  securities  as  measure  of  cost  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 61-63. 

Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  77-87. 

Consideration  of^  in  fixing  reproduction  cost  new  less  depreciation 
for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  97. 

OUT-OF-POCKET  COSTS. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  42. 
Discontinuance  of  service  which  does  not  pay,  see  Service,  103. 

OUTPUT  90ST. 

See  also  Cost  and  Expenses. 

Charging  part  of  operating  expenses  of  water  utility  to,  see  Ap- 

POBTIONMENT,   62. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  water  rates  lor  public  fire  protection, 
see  Rates,  266. 

OVER  CAPITAI.IZATION. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  return,  see  Rbtubk,  148-160. 

OVERCHARGES. 

Reparation  of,  see  RsPABAaiON. 
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OVEBHSAB  CROSSIHCfr. 

See  Cbossinos. 

OVERKBAH  EXPEK8ES. 

Basis  for  apportioning  overhead  expenses  between  street  car  lines, 

see  A^POBTiONMiCNT,  32. 
Depreeiation  oi,  see  Dbpssoxatiqn,  7-12,  24. 
Security  issues  for,  see  Secfukitt  Issxtes,  30,  31,  64. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  126-209. 

OVERTIME. 

Right  to  charge  for  electricity  furnished  after  customary  hours  of 
closing,  see  Disgbimination,  69. 

OWNER. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 

utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 

NBiNT  Domain,  3. 
Right  to  refuse  service  to  tenant  because  of  owner's  unpaid  water 

bill,  see  Payment,  26. 
Right  to  require  payment  of  bills  of  former  owner  as  condition  to 

service,  see  Payment,  27. 

OWNERSHIP. 

Of  meters  by  utility  to  eliminate  discrimination  in  meter  rental 
charge,  siee  Discrimination,  26. 

Expediency  of  ownership  of  transmission  line  connecting  three  sys- 
tems by  new  company,  not  an  issue  in  application  for  approval 
of  security  issues  for  new  company,  see  Intercorporate  Rela- 
tions, 2. 

Municipal  ownership,  see  Municipal  Plants. 

Of  poles  for  rural  extension,  see  Service,  93,  94. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Valuation  of  property  not  owned  by  utility,  see  Valuation,  294- 
301,  308,  309. 

Right  to  own  franchise  not  affecting  its  value,  see  Valuation,  457. 

OWNERS  OF  EQUIPMENT. 

Ownership  of  equipment,  in  private  branch  exchange  of  hotels,  see 

Service,  244. 
Right  of  telephone  to  require  subscribers  to  purchase  equipment  as 

condition  of  service,  see  Service,  247. 
Reduced  rates  to  owners  of  equipment,  as  discrimination,  see  Dis« 

crimination,  48-60. 

PACKAGE  TICKETS. 

See  Coupon  Tickets. 

PACKING  HOUSE  PRODUCTS. 

Discrimination  in  freight  rates,  see  DisoitiMiNATiON,  104. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


PAINTING— PARTIES,  L  261 

PAmTING. 

Poor  operating  economy  in  not  painting  street  care,  see  Bbtubn,  53. 

PARALLEL  LIHES. 

Allowanoe  for  investment  by  railroad  in  parallel  lines,  see  Valua- 
tion, 244. 

PARCSL8. 

Jurisdiotion  of  Commission  over  one  conducting  parcel  room  in 
leased  space  in  depot,  see  Public  Utilities,  23. 

Rates  for  parcel  checking  service,  see  Rates,  180,  181. 

Power  of  New  York  Ccounission  over  parcel  chedcing  service  ren- 
dered by  railroads  or  by  one  conducting  business  in  depot,  see 
Skbvice,  41. 

IMscretion  of  railroad  in  determining  whether  parcel  checking  serv- 
ice shall  be  maintained  and  a  charge  to  be  made  for  it,  see 
Service,  193. 

PABENT  COMPANIES. 

See  Holding  and  Pabent  Companies. 

PABK8. 

Consideration  of  value  of  recreation  park  in  valuing  railway  prop- 
erty, see  Valuation,  283. 

PARTIES. 

I.  In  general,  1^8. 

II,  Necessary  and  proper  parties  plaintiff,  4^10, 
III.  Necessary  and  proper  parties  defendant,  11,  12. 

I,  In  general. 

Binding  effect  of  former  decision  between  different  parties,  see  Osdebs,  8. 
Proceedings  under  Wisconsin  statute  by  Commission  on  own  motion 

where  eomplaint  has  not  requisite  signatufes,  see  Pbocedube,  3. 
To  reorganization,  see  Rboboanization,  2. 
Parties  entitled  to  reparation,  see  Reparation,  28. 
Power  of  Maine  Conunission  to  investigate  refusal  of  gas  company  to 

extend  service  to  single  applicant  under  Section  41  of  the  Public 

Utilities  act  requiring  a  complaint  to  be  made  by  text  persons,  see 

Sebviob,  10. 
Power  of  Commission  to  order  railroads  to  establish  a  joint  interchange 

track  upon  petition  of  seventeen  corporations  and  one  individual 

under  statute  authorizing  it  to  consider  petition  signed  by  at  least 

15  bona  fide  resident  citizens,  see  Sebvice,  35. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to  proper  parties  to  proceedings,  Appen- 
dix, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  977. 

1.  A  misjoinder  of  actions  and  of  parties  plaintiff  is  not  a  ground 
for  quashing  service  of  a  summons.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Green- 
brier Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

2.  The  Connecticut  Commission  has  no  power  to  require  a  power 
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company'  to  bear  a  part  of  the  expense  of  relocating  street  rulway 
tracks  under  a  plan  whereby  the  power  company's  poles  also  will  be 
relocated,  where  it  is  not  a  party  ibo  the  proceeding.  Re  Connecticut  Co. 
(Conn.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1. 

3.  An  order  requiring  railroads  to  give  free  storage  of  baggage  for 
a  certain  period  should  include  general  baggage  as  well  as  sample  bag- 
gage, although  the  public  is  not  a  formal  party;  since  the  public  inter- 
est cannot  go  by  default  in  a  Conunission  proceeding.  Deane  t.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJt.iei6£,  182  (S.  C.  8  Mo.  P.  S. 
C.  R.  466). 

U.  Necessary  and  preper  parties  plaintiff. 

Right  of  abutting  owners  to  enjoin  construction  of  street  railway  track 
and  operation  of  freight  cars  thereon,  see  Abutting  Ownebs. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  rebuilding 
city  bridge  upon  petition  of  street  railway,  see  Apportionment,  83. 

Right  of  street  railway  suffering  damage  from  competition  to  enjoin 
illegal  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Nuisancer  1. 

4.  A  person  or  corporation  having  an  interest  in  the  service  may 
institute  proceedings  for  the  physical  connection  of  telephone  exchanges 
under  the  South  Dakota  statute.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916F,  562  (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  —,  159  N.  W.  99). 

5.  A  complaint  demanding  the  erection  of  a  railroad  passenger 
depot  may  be  filed  by  a  person  on  behalf  of  a  citizens  and  taxpayers 
league,  or  of  any  member,  under  a  statute  providing  that  such  a  com- 
plaint may  be  made  by  any  person,  civic  association,  or  organization, 
and  that  the  Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  dismiss  because  of 
the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant.  Sessinghaus  v.  St. 
Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2 
Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

6.  A  state  board  of  stock  inspection  commissioners  and  a  stock- 
growers'  association  are  competent  parties  to  maintain  a  proceeding  to 
require  railroads  to  fence  their  tracks,  under  the  Public  Utilities  act 
permitting  complaint  by  "any  corporation,  person,  diamber  of  com- 
merce, board  of  trade,  or  any  civic,  commercial,  mercantile,  traffic,  agri- 
cultural, or  manufactiu*ing  association  or  organization  or  any  body 
politic  or  municipal  corporation,"  and  having  the  intent  that  no  com- 
plaint shall  be  dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to 
the  complainant.  Colorado  State  Stock  Inspectiim  Comrs.  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  751. 

7.  A  complaint  against  a  tariflf  covering  mixed  shipments  of  sewer 
pipe,  drain  tile,  clay  conduits,  brick,  and  cement  wilt  be  dismissed 
where  the  only  rate  in  which  the  complainant  has  a  rt»al  and  direct 
interest  is  that  on  straight  carload  shipments  of  cement.  Atlas  Port- 
land Cement  Co.  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
204. 

8.  A  lessee  of  the  right  to  use  the  lines  and  facilities  of  another 
telephone  company  for  long-distance  business  is  not  a  statutory  "party 
in  interest"  entitled  to  maintain  a  suit  against  the  Railroad  Commis- 
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non  to  vacate  its  order  approving  the  lessor's  sale  ol  lines  to  a  third 
eompany  under  a  contract  recognizing  the  lease  as  being  in  force,  since 
there  can  be  no  personal  contract  quality  in  the  lease  which  can  oper- 
ate to  prevent  it  from  being  assignable  and  passing  with  the  property. 
Michigan  Independent  Teleph.  &  Traffic  Asso.  v.  Michigan  R.  Commis- 
sion, P.U.R.1916E,  1033  (S.  C.  —  Mich.  — ,  157  N.  W.  52). 

9.  Town  selectmen  have  no  such  individual  interest  in  the  matter 
as  will  entitle  them  to  file  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  railroad  tracks 
from  a  narrow  causeway  and  for  the  fencing  of  other  tracks,  under  a 
statute  providing  that  a  person  or  corporation  claiming  to  be  injured 
by  an  unlawful  act  or  neglect  in  the  operation  or  management  of  a 
railroad  may  commence  proceedings  by  a  petition  to  the  Commission, 
especially  where  the  statute  further  provides  that  the  proceeding  may 
be  commenced  by  the  state's  attorney  or  ten  fre^olders.  West  Rutland 
V.  Rutland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1008. 

10.  A  municipality  has  no  standing  to  enter  a  complaint  against  the 
rates  of  a  competing  electric  utility,  where  it  is  not  a  consumer  and 
does  not  appear  in  behalf  of  its  citizens  as  consumers  of  the  company, 
and  where  the  relief  asked  would  result  in  an  increase  of  the  rates. 
RoseviUe  v.  Pacific  Gas  d:  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.191CC,  32. 

Ill,  Necessary  and  proper  parties  defendant. 

11.  Railroads  which  will  have  to  use  a  proposed  station,  and  a  rail- 
road whose  track  must  be  relocated,  are  necessary  parties  to  a  pro- 
ceeding to  compel  the  erection  of  the  station.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis 
Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (2  Mo.  P.  S.  C. 
R.  690). 

12.  A  stock  exchange  is  not  a  necessary  party  defendant  to  a  pro- 
ceeding before  a  Commission  to  compel  telegraph  companies  to  stop 
discrimination  in  ticker  service  of  stock  quotations  purchased  from  the 
exchange.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Foster,  P.U.R.1916F,  176  (S.  C. 
—  Mass.  — ,  113  N.  E.  192). 

PABTT  IN  INTEREST. 

See  Pabties. 


PARTY  UNES. 

Same  rate  for  main  and  party  line  telephone  service  as  unlawful 

discrimination,  see  DiseMMiNATiON,  119. 
Telephone  rates  for,  see  Rates,  227,  228. 
Telephone  service  on,  see  Service,  240,  250,  251. 

PASSENGER  FARES. 

See  generally  Rates. 

Increase  in,  so  as  to  equal  return  of  freight  business,  see  Return, 
130. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1007. 
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PASSENGER  MUJBS. 

Ab  basis  of  apportioning  expenses  between  interstate  and  intrastate 
commerce,  see  APFOxnovuMNT,  23. 

PA8SENGEB8. 

,    See  generally  CoNsmfiss  and  Patrons. 

Cost  of  transferring  passengers  by  taxicabe  to  be  considered  in  esti- 
mating compensation  for  hauling  sleeping  cars,  see  Retcbn,  45. 

PASSENGER  SERVICE. 

Burden  of  proof  of  reasonableness  of  order  for  daily  operation  of 

two  passenger  trains  on  branch  line  of  railroad,  see  Evidence, 

5. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  railroad  authorized  to  build 

and  maintain  railroad  to  provide  adequate  passenger  service, 

see  Servioe,  45. 
By  steam  railroads,  see  Sebviob,  106-206. 

PASSENGER  TRAFFIC. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses  between  freight  and  passenger 
traffic,  see  Apportionment,  24-28. 

PASSENGER  TRAINS. 

See  generally  Trains. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  power  of  state  Commission  to  re- 
quire stopping  of  interstate  trains,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

PASSING  TRACKS. 

See  Tracks. 

PAST    LOSSES. 

See  Losses. 

PAST  RATE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Nevada  Commis^on  over  di^nite  as  to,  see  Rates, 
17. 

PATENTEE'S  PROFITS. 

Allowance  for,  in  estimating  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation, 
207. 

PATENT     PROTECTION. 

Subsidiary's  payment  to  parent  company  for  cost  of,  as  operating 
expense,  see  Return,  99. 

PATRONS. 

See  Consumers  and  Patrons. 

PAVEMENT  OVER  MAINS. 

Depreciation  allowance  for,  see  Depreciation,  2, 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation.  210-222. 
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PAVEMEMTS. 

Right  of  street  railway  to  a  depreciation  allowance  on  paving  laid 

at  its  expense,  see  Dkpbeciatiok,  1. 
Unpaid  interest  on  notes  for  money  supplied  for  paving,  as  oper- 
ating charges,  see  Retubn,  56. 
.    Consideration  of  assessments  for  pavements  between  tracks  in  valu- 
'ation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  232. 
Appreciation  in  value  of  land  from,  see  Valuation,  333. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

FAvnra. 

See  Pavements. 

FAT-AS-TOV-SHTBR. 

Abstract  of  case  passing  upon   reasonableness  of  rule  requiring 
street  ear  paitengia>«  to  deposit  fare  in  box,  P.U.R.1916B,  47<(. 

PATMENT. 

/.  Advance  payments,  1—4. 
//.  Deposit  or  gtiaranty,  S^13. 

a.  Amount  of  deposit ,  5—7.  ^ 

h,  interest  on  deposits,  S,  P. 

c.  Shutting  off  detinquenVs  service  although  his  deposit 

covers  hill,  10,  11. 

d.  Prepayment  meters,  12,  13. 
III.  Discount  for  prompt  payment,  14^23. 

a.  In  general,  14^16. 

h.  Discount  or  added  penalty  for  failure  to  pay,  17— IP. 

c.  Amount  of  discount,  20-^28. 

IF.  Penalty  for  failure  to  pay  promptly,  24,  25, 
V.  Liability  of  landlord  or  tenant,  26. 
VI.  Liability  for  hills  of  former  owner,  27. 
VII.  Place  of  payment,  2S. 
VIII.  Enforeetnent  of  payment,  29-^9. 
a.  In  general,  29. 
h.  Cutting  off  service,  30^^4. 
Cw  Meconnection  charge,  3&~~37. 

d.  Lien,  judgment,  umiver  of  exemption,  88,  89. 

Discrimination  in  rules  for  payment,  see  Ducbimination,  15(^158. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  against  utility  for  cutting 
off  water  supplies  for  refusal  to  pay  alleged  wrongful  charge,  see 
Dakaoes,  6. 

Filing  and  enforcing  collection  rules  as  prerequisite  to  increase  in  tele- 
phone rates,  see  Ra^tes,  221. 

Refund  of  excessive  charges,  see  Repabation. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  consumers'  payments  for  ex- 
tensions and  service  connections,  see  Repabation,  23,  24. 
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Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  consumers  to  pay  tar  ittrTietf  re- 
ceived free,  see  Repabation,  25. 

Denial  in  answer  of  payment  of  charges  by  shipper*  s«6  Repabatioiv, 
30. 

Allowance  for  bad  accounts  in  fixing  return,  see  RsrnjBN,  110-113. 

Upon  procuring  decree  of  specific  performance  to  purchase  utility,  see 
Specifig  Pebfobmaivce,  2. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  CommisBion  to  order 
payment,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  473. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.UJ1.1916F,  p.  978. 

/.  Advance  payments, 

1.  A  rule  requiring  payment  of  telephone  rental  in  advance  for  a 
reasonable  period  may  be  established.  Re  Riverview  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJ1.1916B,  442. 

2.  A  water  utility  should  adopt  rules  and  regulations  for  payment 
of  rates  in  advance  and  for  shutting  off,  the  water  in  case  of  nonpay- 
ment.   Re  Mullan  Waterworks  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  894. 

3.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  exact  a  rate  for  payment  in 
advance  with  a  discount  for  prompt  payment,  although  the  subscribers 
cannot  require  advance  payment  for  their  products.  Re  Webster  Teleph. 
Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  603. 

4.  Tfie  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  collecting  its  bills  quar- 
terly in  advance  was  held  unreasonable,  and  the  company  was  ordered  to 
collect  monthly  in  advance  although  such  collections  would  involve 
some  additional  expense.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJ1.1916C,  1020. 

//.  Deposit  or  gttartuUy, 

a,  AmoutU  of  deposit. 

Standard  rules  regulating  meter  rentals  and  deposits  for  electric  utili- 
ties  in  Maryland,  see  Service,  150. 

5..  A  water  and  sewer  utility  may  require  advance  pajrment  or  a 
deposit  equal  to  the  estimated  monthly  bill.  .  Donovan  v.  Goldfiehl 
Consol.  Water  Co.   (Nev.)   P.U.R.1916D,  419. 

6.  The  Montana  Commission  authorized  an  electric  utility  to  re- 
quire as  security  for  payment  a  deposit  or  guaranty*  equal  to  one  and 
one-half  times  the  amount  of  the  average  billing  period  bill.  Roundup 
V.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

7.  A  gas  company's  rule  to  require  of  a  consumer  a  cash  deposit 
sufficient  to  secure  payment  of  his  probable  bills  in  a  sixty-day  period 
is  too  indefinite,  and  must  be  amended  so  as  to  state  a  definite  amount. 
Byrne  v.  Fayette  County  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  697. 

h.  Interest  on  deposits, 

8.  Six  per  cent  interest  on  water-meter  deposits  is  excessive.  Be 
Mishawaka  Waterworks  Co.   (Ind.)   P.I'.R.1916C,  420. 
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P.  Th«  Molit«na  Commission  re<|i]ired  a  utility  to  pay  interest  at 
rate  of  6  per  cent  on  deposits  required  as  security  for  payment,  pro- 
vided tiiey  are  left  ytith  the  company  six  mbntiis  or  more,  and  provid- 
ing the  eanmimer  %aa  taken  servioe  oontinuousfy  during  that  period. 
Rouidup  V.  Rovndup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

e.  8hm$UH0  oft  delinquent's  service  although  his  deposit  covers 

hill, 

10.  Gas  service  may  he  discontinued  to  a  delinquent  notwithstand- 
ing that  he  has  a  sufficient  sum  on  deposit  to  cover  the  bill,  since  ap- 
plication of  the  deposit  to  the  bill  would  deprive  the  utility  of  security 
if  service  is  continued.  Byrne  v.  Fayette  County  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  697. 

11.  A  utility  will  not  be  required  to  refund  a  reasonable  fee  paid  for 
reconnecting   electric   service,   discontinued   to   enforce   collection,   not* 

'withstanding  that  a  cash  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  bill,  where  it  is  not 
practical  to  determine  the  exact  time  when  deposits  become  exhausted 
and  where  proceedings  are  not  instituted  against  personal  guarantors 
until  after  service  is  discontinued.  Pilchard  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  714. 

d.  Prepayment  meters. 
Rate  for  prepayment  meters,  see  Rates^  107. 

12.  A  rule  requiring  a  cash  deposit  of  $5  from  prepayment  meter 
customers  is  unreasonable,  as  it  defeats  the  purpose  of  installing  pre- 
payment meters;  namely,  to  enable  persons  of  small  means  to  buy  gas 
without  too  great  an  expenditure  at  one  time.  Re  Western  United  Gas 
Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  808. 

13.  It  is  unreasonable  to  require  a  consumer  using  gas  through  a 
prepayment  meter  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  money  deposited,  or  to  in- 
demnify the  company  against  loss  not  shown  to  have  been  occasioned 
by  his  negligence  or  wrongdoing.  Re  Western  United  Gas  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  808. 

IMM.  Discount  for  prompt  payment, 

a.  In  general. 

See  also  supra,  3. 

Right  to  allow  discount  for  lifting  separate  buildings  of  one  con- 
sumer, see  Rates,  7. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discount  for  prompt  payment,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  p.  474. 

14.  Reasonable  percentage  discounts  may  be  granted  by  a  water  and 
sewer  utility  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  prompt  payment  of  monthly 
bills.  Donovan  v.  Goldfield  Consol.  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
419. 

15.  The  rates  of  a  utility  should  be  stated  plainly  in  a  single  gross 
amount,  and  the  discounts  for  prompt  payment,  if  any,  should  be  kept 
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separate  and  distinct  from  the  base  rate.    JU  Portland  R.  Light  &  P. 
Co.   (Or.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  976. 

16.  Allowance  of  the  discount  on  a  gaa  bill  due  and  payable  in  De- 
cember, 1914,  but  paid  after  the  discount  period  expiring  in  January, 
1915,  does  not  give  the  rig^t  to  refuse  a  discount  after  such  period  on 
a  bill  due  and  payable  in  July,  1915,  under  a  utility  rule  to  allow,  on 
payments  after  the  discount  period,  a  discount  only  once  in  eaeh  calen- 
dar year,  since  a  calendar  year  is  from  January  to  December,  and  the 
allowance  of  but  one  discount  refers  to  bills  due  and  payable  within  the 
specified  calendar  year.  Daley  v.  Peoples  Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  498. 

b.  Disommt  or  added  penalty  far  failure  to  pay. 
See  also  infra,  24,  25. 

17.  Prompt  payment  of  telephone  rental  should  be  obtained  by  giv. 
ing  a  discount  from  a  gross  rate,  rather  than  by  adding  a  penalty  to  a 
net  rate.  Re  Cedar  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
467. 

18.  The  New  York  Commission,  second  district,  will  fix  a  rate  for 
natural  gas  with  a  discount  for  prompt  payment,  rather  than  a  lower 
rate  with  a  penalty  for  delinquent  payment,  because  of  the  doubtful 
legality  of  any  practice  which  would  permit  the  company  to  install 
a  rate  that  might  become  variable.  Re  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N 
Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  349. 

19.  In  fixing  water  rates,  the  West  Virginia  Commission  provided 
that  there  should  be  a  discount  of  5  per  cent  if  bills  were  paid  within 
ten  days,  but  that  in  no  event  should  any  penalty  be  added  for  non- 
payment within  a  specified  time  further  than  interest  at  the  legal 
rate  of  6  per  cent.  Re  Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R 
1916D,  725. 

o.  Amount  of  dimjount. 

See  also  supra,  11. 

20.  A  prompt  payment  discount  of  20  cents  per  1,000  cubic  feet  of 
gas  was  reduced  to  10  cents  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  that  being  the  custo- 
mary allowance  in  other  cities  of  comparable  size.  Springfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

21.  An  increase  in  telephone  local  rates  of  15  eehts  per  month,  rather 
than  25  cents,  to  be  rebated  for  payment  during  the  current  month,  and 
an  increase  in  rural  rates  of  75  cents  per  quarter,  75  cents  to  be  re- 
bated for  payment  during  the  first  month  of  the  quarter,  50  cents  for 
payment  during  the  second  month,  and  25  cents  for  payment  during  the 
third  month,  were  held  reasonable.  Re  Reedsburg  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.19^16E,  1094. 

22.  A  telephone  company  may  render  monthly  bills  in  advance  to 
local  subscribers  and  quarterly  bills  on  the  first  of  the  last  month  to 
rural  subscribers,  at  25  cents  per  month  in  excess  of  the  net  rate,  to  per- 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


PAYMENT,  IV.— Vn.  269 

mit  a  difleomit  of  the  same  amomit  for  payment  within  the  month.    Re 
New  Oashton  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  12S. 

23.  An  increase  of  25  cents  a  month  in  all  telephone  rates  to  pro- 
vide for  a  discotmt  of  the  same  amount  for  prompt  payment  will  be 
allowed  where  a  large  number  of  subscribers  are  delinquent,  since  the 
discount,  in  diminishing  collection  expense  and  loss  from  unpaid  rent- 
als, lightens  th«  burden  upon  those  paying  promptly.  Re  Empire 
Teleph.  Co.  (Dl.)  P.U.R.1916D,  906. 

JTF.  Penalty  for  failure  to  pay  promptly. 

See  also  supra,  17-19. 

Abfliraet  of  ease  dealing  with  penalty  for  nonyi^ment  of.  bills, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  474. 

24.  The  imposition  of  a  cash  penalty  for  failing  to  make  prompt 
payment  of  telephone  service  billed  in  advance,  except  long-distance 
service,  will  not  be  permitted  where  there  is  no  showing  that  denial  or 
temporary  disconnection  of  service  to  delinquents  is  not  effective*  Re 
Home  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  679. 

26.  Upon  the  nonpayment  of  telephone  bills  varying  from  $3  to  $4.50 
per  quarter,  by  the  25th  of  the*  first  month,  penalties  may  be  exacted 
of  25  cents  on  payments  made  by  the  25th  of  the  second  month,  of  50 
cents  on  paymenta  made  by.  the  same  d«y  of  the  next  month,  and  of  75 
cents  on  subsequent  payments.  Re  Elk  Mound  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  870. 

T.  LidbiUty  of  landlord  or  tenant, 

26.  A  water  utility  cannot  refuse  service  to  a  tenant  because  of  the 
owner's  unpaid  water  bill,  although  one  of  the  company's  published 
rules,  long  in  force,  permits  it.  Chace  v.  Citizens'  Water  Co.  (Pa«) 
P.UJ1.1916B,  708. 

FI.  lAahjlity  for  hUls  of  former  owner, 

27.  Water  arrearages  of  a  former  owner  required  to  be  paid  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  service  should  be  refunded,  although  the  water 
was  found  turned  off  and  utility  rules  provide  that  no  claim  shall  be 
allowed  for  any  damage  by  shutting  off  and  turning  on  water  for  any 
purpose  the  utility  may  see  proper,  and  that  water  will  be  turned  off 
if  quarterly  bills  are  not  paid  in  the  succeeding  month,  since  such 
facts  and  rules  are  neither  actual  nor  constructive  notice  that  a  new  oc- 
cupant will  be  required  to  pay  arrearages.  Butts  v.  Sinking  Spring 
Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1016B,  684. 

F7I.  Place  of  payment. 

Abstract  of  ease  dealing  with   reasonableness  of  ni]«  requiring 
stieet  car  passengers  to  deposit  fare  in  box,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  475. 

28.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  refused  to  require  a  telephone 
company  to  eatablisl^  an  office  in  a  small  town  having  few  businesa 
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places  and  no  bank  lor  wbecribers  to  pay  their  bills,  or  to  require  thai 
a  collector  be  sent  out,  where  it  appeared  that  a  very  large  number 
of  patrons  paid  by  check,  and  tha^  there  waa  an  office  for  that  pur- 
pose about  3  miles  distant-  Loehr  v.  Stookbridge  ifc  S.  Teleph.  Co, 
(Wis.)   P.U.Itl916D,  735. 

F///.  EnforeemetU  o/  papmwU^ 

a,  in  general. 

29.  A  telephone  company  cannot  refuse  to  serve  a  patron  because  of 
nonpayment  of  a  disputed  bill  for  service  during  a  time  when  the  Upe 
was  not  in  condition,  and  pending  court  proceedings  to  determine  the 
amount  due.    Qaaton  v.  Oiean  Teleph<  Co.  <a  D.)  F.U.R.101«B,  g33. 

d.  Cutting  off  service. 

See  also  supra,  2,  10,  11. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  service  for  nonpay- 
ment, P.U.R.1916E,  p.  474. 

30.  A  regulation  of  a  telephone  company  providing  for  the  discon- 
tinuance of  service  in  case  of  nonpayment  is  reasonable.  Wells  v.  Chi- 
cago Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.l'.R.1916A,  144. 

31.  A  rule  providing  for  turning  off  water  supply  of  a  delinquent 
consumer  after  reasonable  notice  to  pay  is  reasonable  and  may  be  en- 
forced against  the  responsible  property  owner.  Powell  v.  California 
Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  874. 

32.  A  rule  requiring  payment  of  tel^hone  rental  in  advance  may  be 
enforced  by  cutting  off  service  if  payment  is  not  made  upon  reasonable 
notice.    Re  Riverview  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  442. 

33.  A  gas  company  should  give  at  least  three  days'  notice  in  writing 
of  intention  to  discontinue  service.  Re  Wild  wood  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  816. 

34.  The  printing  of  a  rule  on  the  back  of  a  bill  that  gas  service 
"may''  be  cut  off  under  certain  conditions  is  nof  sufficient  notice  of  an 
actual  intention  to  discontinue.  Re  Wildwood  Gas  Ca  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
191«B,  816. 

o.  Bettonnection  cfcorsFe. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  reconnection  charge  where  service 
has  been  discontinued  for  nonpayment,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  474. 

35.  A  charge  of  $1  for  turning  on  gas  after  service  has  been  discon- 
tinued to  a  delinquent  consumer  is  reasonable  in  order  to  meet  the  ex- 
tra expense  of  collecting  overdue  bills  and  restoring  service.  Byrne  v. 
Fayette  County  Gas  Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  697. 

36.  A  regulation  of  a  telephone  company  requiring  the  payment  of 
$2  for  reinstatement  of  service  that  has  been  discontinued  for  nonpay- 
ment is  reasonable.  Wells  v.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R,li^l6A, 
144. 

37.  The  fact  that  there  had  been  no  actual  phyaical  severance  of 
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the  telephone  of  a  delinquent  suhtcriber  irom  the  system,  and  that  he 
can  use  it  for  outgoing  calls,  cannot  relieve  him  from  the  payment  of  a 
reinstatement  charge  which  is  exacted  under  a  uniform  regulation,  where 
practically  the  same  expense  has  been  faicorred  by  the  oompaaiy  at  il 
the  instrument  had  actually  been  removed,  and  the  failure  to  remove 
the  instrument  has  saved  the  subscriber  from  executing  a  new  contract 
and  from  making  a  cash  deposit.  Wells  v.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (lU.) 
P.UJR.1916A,  144. 

d.  Lien,  judffmenty  tttUver  of  exemption, 

38.  A  clause  in  an  electric-service  contract  that  bills  shall  be  a 
lien  on  the  conmimer't  land  is  unreasonable.  East  Bakersfleld  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.UJL1916C,  830. 

39.  An  applicant  for  gas  cannot  be  required  to  agree  to  entry  of 
judgment  against  himself  for  sums  that  may  become  due  for  service,  and 
to  waive  all  exemptions,  where  the  utility  can  require  payment  in  ad- 
vance.   Byrne  v.  Fayette  County  Gas  Co,  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  697. 

PATMEHT    IN    ADVANCE. 

See  Payment. 

PAT  ROIXS. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  VALUATioir,  78. 

PEAK    HOUIUi. 

Optional  methods  of  enforcing  observance  of  peak  hours  by  off-peak 
electric  power  users  under  special  rate  as  permitting  discrim- 
ination*  see  Discriminatiok,  78. 

PEHAliTIES. 

See  Fines  and  Penalties. 

PENMSTLVAKIA. 

Public  Service  Act  as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  67. 

Fact  that  utility  violates  its  charter  in  method  of  generating  elec- 
tricity precluding  Commission  from  authorizing  construction 
of  transmission  line,  see  Elbctbioitt,  5. 

Construction  of  Pennsylvania  statute  defining  common  carriers,  see 
Public  Utilities,  2. 

Power  of  Commission  to  approve  agreement  between  carrier  and 
shipper  for  reparation,  see  Ksparation,  17. 

Approval  by  Commission  of  contract  for  construction  of  under- 
ground railway  system,  see  Stbect  Railways,  4. 

PBRCOIJLTIKa    WATBBl. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  statutes,  prohibiting  rail- 
road from  obstructing  percolating  or  surface  water,  see  Com- 

MIS8I0NB,  29. 

Allowance  for  value  of,  see  Valuation,  336. 
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PEBMAHEMT     IMPROVEBCiaiTtt. 

See  Bettebments. 

PEBMAHSNT    IlUUlfOTIOV. 

See  Injunction. 

PEBMIT. 

Irregularity  of  auto-bu8  line  permits  as  affecting  issuance  of  certifi- 
cate of  convenience,  see  Automobiles,  10. 
Valuation  of  dam  permit,  see  Valuation,  482,  488,  48^7. 
Valuation  of  water  right  from  Federal  permit,  see  Valuation,  480. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1016F,  p.  917. 

PKRFETU ITLUS. 

Perpetual  telephone  franchise  for  use  of  streets  as  against  public 
policy,  6ee  Franchises,  12. 

Treatment  in  valuation  of  land  held  under  long  term  lease  renew- 
able forever,  see  Valuation,  296,  297. 

PERSONAIi    INJURIES. 

Allowance  for  personal  injuries  during  construction  in  fixing  over* 
head  expenses,  see  Valuation,  168. 

PERSONS* 

Right  of  municipality  to  grant  electric  lighting  franchise  (o  nat- 
ural person  under  New  York  law,  see  Franchises,  3. 

PETITION. 

See  Pleading. 

PHUJFPINE    ISUkNDS. 

Power  of  Commission  of,  to  pass  on  validity  of  statutes,  see  Cox- 

HISSIONS,  24. 
Jurisdiction  to  regulate  speed  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  50. 

PHYSICAL    OONDXTION8. 

Of  property,  as  determining  depreciation,  see  Depregl^tion,  22. 

PHTSICAIi     OONNEOTIONS. 

Review  ci  findings  of  Commiasion  in  proceedings  for  compulsory 
trackage  connections,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  24. 

Questions  considered  on  appeal  from  order  requiring  physical  con- 
nections of  telephones,  see  Appeal  and  Rsvibw,  13,  15. 

Review  by  court  of  Commission's  order  directing  physical  connec- 
tion of  telephones,  see  Appeal  and  Rbvisw,  21. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  physical  connection  between  water  util- 
ities^ see  Ajppobtionment,  95. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of,  between  telephone  companies,  see  Ap- 
pobtionment,  96,  97. 
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Order  requiring  physiiral  conneciioii  of  nilroaiiB  as  4miial  of  d.'W 

process,  see  Cqnstitutiokal  Law,  15. 
Requiring  physical  connection  of  telephones  as  valid  exercise  of 

polioe  powar,  see  CoNsriTTruotNAL  Law,  16-18. 
Wisconsin  statute  providing  for  physical  connection  of  telephones 

as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law, 

68,69. 
Diterinination  by  refusal  of^  see  0xscbikination,  147-140. 
Injunction  to  restrain  order  for  physical  connection  of  railroads, 

see  Injunction,  4. 
Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  make  service  roles  and  fix 

joint  rates  upon  ordering  physical  eoajiection  of  telephones, 

see  Inteboobpobate  Relations,  5,  6. 
Of  telephones  as  an   intercorporate  relation,   see  lNTERcoB»oaATB 

Relations,  9-11. 
Lease  of  telephone  plant  to  permit  lessee  to  furnish  long  distance 

connection,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  26. 
Establishment  of,  between  telephones  rather  than  admitting  com- 
petition into  occupied  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Competi- 
tion, 37. 
Compelling  physical  connection  rather  than  granting  extension  of 

telephone  lines   into  occupied  territory,   see  Monopoly  and 

Competition,  44. 
Parties  in  proceedings  for  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see 

Parties,  4. 
Right  of  mutual  telephone  company  to  physical  connection  with 

public  telephone  company,  see  Public  Utilities,  20.     • 
Charges  on  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Rates,  236,  250. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  physical  connection  of  telephones, 

see  Sebvicb,  29-34. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  physical  e<mnection  of  railroads, 

see  Service,  35,  36. 
Service  by  means  of  physiciU  connection  of  telephones,  see  Service, 

254,  264. 
Of  water  utilities,  see  Service,  283. 

PHTSICAIi     DEPRECIATION. 

See  I^epbeoiation. 

PHTBICAL    FBOPERTY. 

Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  apd  rights  of  an- 
other permitted  to  purchase  the  stock,  see  Intercorporate  Re- 
lations, 1. 
'Telegraph  c<mipany  having  sold  its  physical  property  as  a  public 
utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  26. 

PKT8IGIAH. 

Bight  of  ralLroad  under  Co^rado  statute  to  furnish  free  or  reduced 
rate  transportation  to  physicians  of  its  employees'  relief  asso- 
ciation, see  Discrimination,  31. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 18. 
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274  PIECEMEAL  CONSTRUCTION— PLEADIXO. 

VTEOEMBAIs  COV8TBUCTIOV. 

Reproduction  cost  to  be  based  on  oonstniction  as  a  whole  rather 

than  on  piece-meal  construction,  see  Valuation,  89. 
Allowance  for  overhead  charges  for  plant  built  by  piecemeal,  see 

Vaijjation,  130,  133. 
No  allowance  for  contractor's  profit  for  plant  built  under  piecemeal 

construction,  see  Valuation,  175. 
Consideration  of,  in  fbdng  overhead  eoEpenses,  tee  VAUTATiOif,  192, 

199. 

PIPE    I»I]fE8. 

See  Mains  and  Pipes. 

PIPC8. 

See  Mains  and  Pipes. 

PIAOE. 

Of  payment,  see  Payment,  28. 

PLAINTIFF. 

Necessary  and  proper  parties  plaintiff,  see  Pasties,  4-10. 

PLAN. 

Of  reorganization,  see  Hboboanization. 

PIANTS. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  steam  plant  of  utility  supplying  several 
communities,  see  Apportionment,  8a. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  natural  gas  production  plant,  see  Appor- 
tionment, 12. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  power  plants  between  several  street  car 
lines,  see  Appobtionment,  34. 

Apportionment  of  expense  and  value  of  steam  plant  between  differ- 
ent departments,  see  App<»noNKENT,  77-79. 

Municipal  plant,  see  Municipal  Plants. 

Maintenance  of  auxiliary  steam  plant  as  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 26. 

Maintenance  of  auxiliary  steam  plant  as  operating  expenses,  see 
Return,  120. 

Consideration  of  economical  arrangement  and  location  of  plant  in 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  33. 

PLATFORMS. 

For  loading  and  unloading  cars,  see  Loading  and  Unloading. 

PLEADING. 

Petition  for  writ  of  certiorari,  see  Cibtiorari,  3. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  as  limited  by  allegations  in,  see  Commis- 
sions, 8-10. 
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PLEASURK  RESORTS— POLES.  275 

Sufficiency  of  complaint  that  rate  is  discriminatory,  see  Discrim- 
ination, 4. 

Pleading  statute  of  limitations  against  some  and  waiving  it  against 
otkws  aa  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Di8C«imination,  160. 

Proper  parties  to,  see  Paktibs. 

ProoeediBga  under  Wiscon'bin  statute  bj  Commission  on  own  motion 
where  complaimt  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  Pbocedubb,  3. 

Sufficiency  of  complaint  for  reparation,  see  Reparation,  29^1,  35. 

Averment  in  answer  as  not  raising  issue,  in  enforcing  reparation 
award,  see  Reparation,  30,  35. 

NfiCAssity  of  pleading  statute  limiting  time  for  filing  reparation 
claim,  see  Reparation,  38. 

1.  A  complaint  to  compel  the  erection  of  a  railroad  depot  in  per- 
formance of  a  franchise  obligation  will  be  viewed,  under  the  maxim 
that  equity  regards  that  as  done  which  ought  to  be  done,  and  that  it 
looks  to  intent  rather  than  form,  as  actually  amended  in  accordance 
with  the  evidence.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004    (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

2.  A  defendant  cannot  avail  himself  of  technical  objections  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint  after  raising  in  his  answer  an  issue  on  the 
merits  of  the  case.  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Water 
Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1053. 

FLEASUBE  RESORTti. 

Sewer  rate  for  summer  hotel  at  pleasure  resort,  see  Rates,  206, 

207. 

PltUMBIMG. 

Cost  of  water  to  consumers  permitting  flow  of  water  to  prevent 
freezing,  see  Rates,  256. 

POIJ5-IJKE    EASEMENTS* 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  426,  463. 

POIXS. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in  poles  used  jointly  by  the  electric 
and  telephone  department  of  a  utility,  see  Apportionment,  71. 

Basis  for  apportioning  expense  of  naoving  pole  line  away  from  rail- 
road track,  see  Apportionment,  85. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  6. 

Evidence  as  to  cost  of  setting  poles,  see  Evidence,  26. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  funds  collected  for  poles  by  pro- 
spective consumers  agreeing  to  furnish  poles,  see  Service,  8. 

Ri^t  to  require  applicants  for  rural  extension  to  furnish  poles, 
see  Sbevicb,  93,  94. 

^'Municipal  authorities"  within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  re- 
quiring consent  of,  to  ereot  electric  poles  and  wires  in  public 
streets,  see  Towns,  1. 

OonsideratioB  of  poles  kept  for  sale,  in  valuation,  see  Vmlvatioix, 
280. 
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278  POLICE  POWERS— POWER. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  978. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
336. 

1.  An  electric  company  will  be  required  to  move  high-tension  poles, 
subsequently  erected  too  near  to  telegraph  poles,  althouf^  the  latter 
are  in  poor  condition,  where  the  hazards  are  not  increased  by  such 
condition.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Burlington  Tracticm  Co,  (Vt) 
P.U.R.191dC,  246. 

POLICE    P0WEKS. 

Power  of  Conunission  over  highway  in  exercise  of  police  power  of 
state  as  limited  by  constituticmal  power  of  Commission  on 
municipalities,  see  CoiTMissioNS,  7. 

Illinois  headlights  law  as  valid  exercise  of,  see  Constitdtional 
Law,  6. 

Requiring  physical  connection  of  telephones,  as  valid  exercise  of, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  16-18. 

Commission  order  increasing  rates  fixed  by  contract  with  consumer 
as  valid  exercise  of,  see  Constitutional  Law,  44-56. 

As  to  what  constitutes  proper  exercise  of,  generally,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  67-72. 

Provision  as  to  municipality  exceeding  debt  limit  as  not  a  surrender 
of,  see  Public  Utilities,  16. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  statute  vequiring  elimiiiation 
of  dangerotiB  grade  crossings  as  prop»  exercise  of,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

POUGT. 

Of  Conmiissions,  see  generally  Commissions. 

Of  Indiana  as  to  consolidation  of  utilities,  see  Consolidation, 

Merger,  and  Sale,  1. 
Policy  of  Commission  as  to  interfering  with  municipal  regulation  of 

utilities,  see  Municipalities,  4.  * 

POPUI.ATIOM. 

Right  to  compare  rates  in  village^  of  different  population,  see 
Rates,  66. 

PORTABLE    TELEPHONES. 

Extra  charge  for,  see  Rates,  251. 

POWER. 

Consumers  of,  to  be  charged  under  regular  schedules  instead  of 
special  agreement,  see  Rates,  112. 

Rate  for  commercial  electric  power  ba  by-pi^oduct,  see  Rates,  117. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  moving  picture  theaters,  see 
Rates,  119. 

Reduced  dectric  power  rate  to  meet  competition  of  steam  power,  see 
Rates,  118. 

ReasGfnablenest  of  rule  requiring  consumer  to  sign  eontract  for  serv- 
ice for,  see  Service,  113. 
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.    POWER  LINE— PREMIUMS.  277 

POWEK    UNE. 

Permitting  use  of  electric  lights  on  power  line  where  rates  are 
different  for  the  two  classes  of  service  as  unlawful  discrimin- 
ation, see  DiscBinmATiON,  78. 

POWER    PltAHT    EQUIPMENT. 

Table  showing  Hvea  iA  nnita  of  street  railway,  P.U.Ba{^16F,  p.  336. 

POWER    PLAKTS. 

See  Plants. 

POWERS. 

Of  Conmiissions,  see  CoMinssioirs,  3-44. 

Delegation  of  powers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  61,  62. 

Of  munlcipalties,  see  Municipalities,  1-3. 

PRACTICE. 

See  also  Pbocedube. 

Abstract  of  cases  relative  to,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1016F,  p.  979. 

PRAYER    FOR    REIJEF. 

Effect  of  prayer  for  relief  in  complaint  to  limit  Commission  in  de- 
ciding whether  it  has  jurisdiction,  see  Commissions,  1. 

PRIOTEREKCE. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  good  on  conditions  that  preference  in 
service  be  given  to  residents,  municipalities,  and  persons  doing 
business  in  the  state,  see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and 
Kecessitt,  2. 

PREFERRED    STOCK. 

Issuance  of  bond  to  redeem,  see  Securitt  Issues,  27. 

PREUMINART     UTJUNCTION. 

Discretion  of  court  in  granting  or  refusing,  against  Commission 
pending  hearing,  sec  Injunction,  1. 

PRELXMINART    WORK. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for,  see  Sbcubity  Issues,  31. 

PREMISES. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Cost  and  installation  of  service  connections  between  main  and  con- 
sumer's premises,  see  Service,  136-141. 

PREBCIUMS. 

AUowanoe  for  premiums  paid  on  bonds,  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valu- 
ation, 384.     , 
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278  PREPAYMENT— PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

PREPATMENT. 

See  Payment,  1-*4,  32. 

PREPAYMENT    METERS. 

See  generally  Meters. 

Rate  for,  see  Rates,  107.  '  ' 

Location  of  prepayment  meters,  see  SncviOfe,  131. 

PRESCRIPTIVE     RIGHT. 

To  continuance  of  bridge  repair  and  maintenance,  see  Bktdoes,  1. 

PRESENT    NEEDS. 

Consideration  of  investment  in  excess  of,  see  Valuation,  257-264. 

PRESENT    SERVICE     CONDITION.  ' 

Of  property  as  determining  depreciation,  see  Depkboiation,  22, 

PRESENT    VAI^UE. 

S^  VALUAnOW. 

PRESIDENT. 

Allowance  for  salary  of  president  of  natural  gas  company,  see  Rs- 

TUBN,  &7. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  president  of  warehouse  company,  see  Rs- 

TUBN,  89. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  president  of  telephone  system,  see  Retuiut^ 

94. 

PRESSURE. 

Of  water  system,  see  Serviob,  282. 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

See  Evidence,  1-16. 

PRICES. 

Consideration  of  current  or  average  prices  in  ascertaining  unit 
prices  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  93,  95,  96. 

In  making  allowance  for  pavement  over  mains  in  valuation,  sea 
Valuation,  212,  213. 

PRIMA    FACIE. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  establish  prima  facie  showing  of  damage 
by  payment  of  excessive  rate,  see  Repa3AXION,  7. 

PRINCIPAI*    AND    AGENT. 

Utility  as  agent  of  Commissiim  in  carry  lag  oat  its  orders,  see  Oi- 
debs,  2.  , 
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FBIOB    ULW. 

Effect  of  nonuser  of  rights  granted  prior  to  Public  Service  Law  upon 
necessity  of  securing  certificate  of  convenience,  see  Cbbtiticate 

OF   Ck)NVKNIK:«CE  AND  XeCBSSITT,    7. 

Necessity  for  certific^ite  of  convenience  where  franchises  were  pro- 
cured before  effective  date  of  Public  Utility  Act,  gee  Cebtifi- 

<UTE  OF  CONVENIENCB  AND  NECESSnT,  9,  10. 

PRI80V. 

Low  water  rates  to  state  prison,  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see 

Discrimination,  58. 
Reparation  to  state  for  operating  pump  in  prison,  see  Rkpabation, 

5. 
Who  should  bear  expense  of  booster  pump  enabling  state  prison  to 

obtain  water,  see  Retubn,  63. 

P&IVATE    BRAHGH    EXCHANOE. 

In  hotels,  ownership  of  equipment,  see  Sesvice,  244. 

PRIVATE    CROSSUrOS. 

Necessity  for  order  of  Commission  for  location  of  whistling  posts 
at,  see  Crossinos,  21. 

PRIVATE    DITCH. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  irrigation  company  to  take 
over  private  ditch,  see  Service,  7. 

PRIVATE    ENTERPRISE. 

Public  not  interested  in  profit  or  losses  of  private  enterprises  of  a 
utility,  see  Return,  1. 

PRIVATE    EXCHANGE. 

Rates  for  hotel  private  branch  telephone  exchange,  see  Rates,  240. 

PRIVATE    FIRE    PROTECTION. 

Duty  of  water  company  to  charge  for  service  rendered  to  persons 
who  make  connections  for,  see  Discrimination,  129. 

PRIVATE  PUkNTS. 

Rate  concessions  to  large  users  of  electricity  to  preclude  installing 
of,  see  Discrimination,  53. 

PROCEDURE. 

Application  of  statute  regulating  procedure  on  review  to  pending 

suits,  see  Appeal  and  Review. 
Necessity  of  findings  of  facts  and  rulings  of  law,  see  Appeal  and 

Review,  13-16. 
On  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  25,  26. 
Upon  grant  of  certificate  of  public  good  by  Vermont  Commissions, 

see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  13. 
In  certiorari,  see  Cebtioeari. 
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When  order  cannot  be  made  upon  application  for  attl^aritjr  to  seH 
utility  property  and  issue  securities,  see  Ck>N0OLii>ATiON,  Meb- 
OSB,  AND  Sale,  7. 

Application  to  Commission  and  not  suit  in  equity  as  remedy  for 
party  aggrieved  at  railroad  for  change  of  highway  to  eliminate 
grade  crossing,  see  Cbossmos,  1. 

Right  of  property  owners  to  be  heard  in  proceedings  to  acquire 
property  for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Eminent  Domain,  2. 

Proper  parties  to  proceedings,  see  Parties. 

Rtiles  of  procedure  governing  filing  of  rates  and  tariffs  in  District 
of  Columbia,  see  Rates,  3. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  as  limited  by  action  of  court 
as  to  other  rates,  see  Rates,  24. 

Findings  by  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  not  justifying  in- 
crease of  state  rates,  see  Rates,  25. 

Necessity  of  previous  leave  of  court  to  maintenance  of  proceeding 
to  require  railroads  operated  by  receivers  to  fence  tracks,  see 
Receivebs,  1. 

Removal  of  causes  from  state  court  to  Federal  court,  see  Removal 
OF  Causes. 

In  action  to  enforce  reparation  awards,  see  Reparation,  29,  30,  33- 
36. 

Of  Pennsylvania  Commission  as  to  approval  of  contract  for  con- 
struction of  underground  railway  system,  see  Stbbbt  Rail- 
ways, 4. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  980. 

1.  An  amount  ordered  to  be  set  aside  for  depreciation  and  main- 
tenance of  a  street  railway  will  not  be  ordered  reduced  pending  cer- 
tiorari to  review  the  legality  of  the  order.  Re  New  York  R.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  217. 

2.  A  protestant  cannot  object  to  the  hearing  of  an  application  for 
an  increase  in  water  rates  on  the  ground  that  the  applicant  has  failed 
to  comply  with  a  Commission  rule  requiring  it  to  file  a  schedule  of  the 
present  rates,  proposed  increases,  description  of  property  and  inventory, 
basis  of  cost,  and  the  reasons  why  the  increase  is  desired,  since  this 
rule  is  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  Commission;  and  this  is  especially 
true  where  applicant  has  shown  a  willingness  to  furnish  both  the  Com- 
mission and  the  protestants  the  information  asked  for.  Re  Bell  Water 
Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  166. 

3.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  may  conduct  upon  its  own  motion, 
under  §  1797m-49  of  the  Public  Utility  Law,  a  procecdiag  originated 
by  a  complaint  not  having  twenty-five  signatures  as  required  by  § 
1797m-43.  Re  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
113. 

4.  A  Commission  rule  requiring  that  notice  of  the  date  and  hour 
of  the  formal  case  shall  be  served  at  least  ten  days  before  the  time  set 
therefor  does  not  control  an  application  for  an  order  authorizing  an 
increase  in  water  rates,  since  such  an  application  is  not  a  "ease."  Re 
Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  166. 
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PROCEEDINGS— PROFIT.  281 

5.  The  Kansas  statute  requiring  thirty  days'  notice  ol  hearing  need 
not  be  complied  with  upon  complaint  as  to  inadequate  telephone  service, 
where  nothing  will  be  required  of  the  utility  in  excess  of  its  legal  duties. 
Re  Centralia  Teleph.  Co.    (Kan.)   P.U.R.1916C,  421. 

6.  The  right  to  maintain  a  switch  track  constructed  in  a  street, 
under  color  of  municipal  authority,  cannot  be  attacked  by  a  telephone 
company  in  a  proceeding  to  require  it  to  move  its  poles  further  away 
from  the  track.  American  Steel  Foundries  v.  Kinloch  Teleph.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  10. 

7.  Under  §  67,  New  York  Public  Service  (Commissions  Law  ((Consol. 
Laws,  chap.  48),  authorizing  and  requiring  the  Commission,  whenever 
it  shall  be  of  opinion  that  a  common  carrier  is  failing  to  do  anything 
required  of  it  by  law  or  by  order  of  the  Commission,  to  commence  an 
action  in  the  supreme  court  to  have  such  violations  stopped,  either  by 
mandamus  or  injunction,  the  court  is  required  in  all  cases  to  inquire 
immediately  and  summarily  into  the  facts,  and  grant  final  judgment 
either  dismissing  the  action  or  directing  that  "a  writ  of  mandamus  or 
an  injunction  or  both  issue," — ^no  provision  being  made  for  issuance  of 
an  alternative  writ  for  the  determination  of  controverted  facts.  New 
York  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
P.U.R.1916E,  343  (S.  C.  172  App.  Div.  324,  158  N.  Y.  Supp.  480). 

8.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  amount  of  security  issues  upon 
the  consolidation  of  public  utilities,  a  protest  against  ''any  further 
issue  of  stock  or  bonds  than  what  is  actually  necessary  for  the  purchase 
of  a  new  plant"  will  be  considered  by  the  Maine  Commission,  although 
only  in  the  form  of  a  letter;  it  being  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  do 
more  than  act  merely  upon  information  presented  by  the  parties  in 
interest.    Re  Oxford  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  619. 

PROCEISDniGS. 

Power  of  Missouri  Supreme  Court  to  direct  dismissal  of  proceedings 
upon  reversing  judgment  affirming  Commission  order,  see  Ap- 
peal AND  Review,  4. 

Proceedings  under  Wisconsin  statute  by  Commission  on  own  motion 
where  complaint  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  Pbooedube,  8. 

PRODUCTION    COST. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rate  making  allowance  for  cost 

of  producing  gas,  see  Return,  68-70. 
Method  of  estimating  average  cost  of  production  of  gas,  see  Re- 

TTJBN,   70. 

PROFIT. 

Right  of  depreciation  funds  invested  in  plant  to  share  in  profits 

as  a  stockholder,  see  Depreciation,  94. 
Right  of  city  to  profits  of  water  company  from  time  of  notice  of  its 

election  to  purchase  plant,  see  Municipal  Plant,  2. 
Service  without,  by  mutual  telephone  company  as  affecting  nature 

of  service,  see  Public  Utilitiks,  16-22. 
Profit  to  shippers  as  determining  reasonableness  of  freight  rates, 

see  Rates,  185. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


282  PROFIT  AND  LOSS— PROPERTY. 

Fact  that  profits  go  to  lessee  as  objectioii  against  increase  of  street 
railway  rates,  see  Ratbb,  210. 

Public  not  interested  in  profit  or  losses  of  private  enterprises  of  a 
utilitj,  see  Retubn,  1. 

Profits  realized  on  improvements  and  through  management  of  util- 
ity, by  stockholder,  as  part  of  return,  see  Rbturx,  4. 

Consideration  of  revenue  from  sale  of  appliances  intended  to  pro> 
mote  the  sale  of  gas,  in  fixing  gas  rates,  see  Return,  15. 

Profit  of  telephone  directory  advertising,  see  Retdbn,  16. 

Allowance  for  contractor's  profit  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 134,  174-176. 

No  allowance  for  organization  escpenses  when  charge<l  off  against 
profits,  see  Valuation,  151. 

Allowance  for  patentees*  profits  in  estimating  overhead  expenses, 
see  Valuation,  207. 

Consideration  of  profits  from  sale  of  land  by  owner  of  water  sys- 
tem, see  Valuation,  235. 

PROFIT    AND    IiOSS. 

Purchase  price  in  excess  of  value  to  be  charged  to,  see  Consolida- 
tion, Meboeb,  and     Sale,  30. 

Excess  price  over  value  upon  purchase  of  property,  not  to  be 
charged  to  capital  or  operating  expenses,  but  amortized  out  of 
income  or  charged  to  profit  and  loss,  see  Seccbitt  Issl^es,  40. 

PROMOTIOir    EXPENSES. 

Subsidiary's  payment  to  parent  company  for  cost  of,  as  operating 

expense,  see  Return,  99. 
Issuance  of  stock  to  pay  for  promotion  expenses,  see  Securtit 

Issues,  31. 
Allowance  for  expense  of,  where  subsidiary  company  was  financed  by 

parent  company,  see  Valuation,  177,  180. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuaticm  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  132,  177- 

180. 
Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

PROMPT    PAYMENT. 

Discount  for  prompt  payment  of  bills,  see  Payment,  3,  14-23. 
Penalty  for  failure  to  pay  bills  promptly,  see  Payment,  24,  25. 

PROPERTY. 

Granting  franchise  for  transmission  line  over  highways  and  private 
land  as  taking  property  for  public  use  without  just  compen- 
sation, see  Constitutional  Law,  10. 

Order  requiring  railroad  to  continue  interurban  service,  voluntarily 
established  and  maintained  for  many  years,  as  taking  of  prop- 
erty without  compensation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  10a. 

Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  and  rijrhts  of  an- 
other permitted  to  purchase  the  stock,  see  Intebcorporatb  Re- 
lations, 1. 
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Telegraph  company  having  sold  its  physical  property  «s  a  ^uWo 

utility,  see  Public  Unurm,  26. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation. 
Easements  as,  see  Valuation,  459. 
Water  power  to  be  developed  from  dam  as,  see  Valuation,  486. 

1.  A  municipal  license  to  operate  a  public  vehicle  is  not  property 
in  a  legal  or  constitutional  sense.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Booth, 
P.U.R.1916A,  965   (S.  C.  170  App.  Div.  590,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  140). 

''PROPEBTT    ABANDONED**    ACCOUNT. 

See  Accounting,  2. 

PROPEBTT    AS    A    WHOLE. 

Necessity  of  valuing  the  property  as  a  whole,  see  Valuation,  24-26. 
Reproduction  cost  to  be  based  upon  property  as  a  whole,  see  Valu- 
ation, 89. 

PROPERTY    UNE. 

Cost  and  maintenance  of  service  connections  between  zwiBi  aftd 
property  line,  see  Sikvicb,  126-141. 

PROPERTY    NOT    OWNED. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  294-301,  308,  309. 

PROPERTY   NOT   USED    OR  VmBFWL. 

Amortization  of  discarded  property,  see  Rftubn,  38,  34. 

Taxes  on  noneperating  property  as  operating  ^cpense,  lee  Rbtctbn, 

106. 
Consideration  of  excess  capacity  of  sewer  system,  in  fixing  return, 

see  Retubn,  208. 
Rental  and  maintenanee  expense  of  unused  property  not*  used  or 

tiseful  as  operating  expense,  see  Rbtubn,  118-121. 
Deduction  of,  in  using  condemnation  valuation  in  fixing  rates,  see 

Valuation,  119. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  243,  248-293. 

PROPERTY    OWNERS. 

Enforcement  against,  of  rules  as  to  cutting  oflf  service  for  nonpay- 
ment, see  PAYMteNT,  31. 

Duty  of  property  owners  to  pay  for  water  furnished  for  the  fire  pro- 
tection purposes,   see  Discrimination,  35. 

PROPERTY    VAUTES. 

Decrease  in  property  values  as  ground  for  overruling  municipal 
permit  to  extend  railroad  across  a  street,  se^  Cbossinos,  lOt 

Discontinuance  of  street  railway  winter  service  a  long  sparsely  set- 
tled lines  not  dependent  upon  property  value,  see  Service,  22^. 

Depreciation  of  property  value  as  affecting  remoTftt  of  street  rail- 
way tracks,  see  Service,  222. 
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FROiPORTION. 

Of  stock  to  bonds,  see  Sboubxtt  Issues,  46-4IL 

FROSFECTrVX    OPERATIOir. 

Of  statutes,  see  Statdtes. 

PROSPEOTrVX    RETTTRir. 

Requiring  extension  of  service  as  dependent  upon,  see  Service,  64- 
80. 

PROTECTION. 

Of  unsecured  creditors  in  reorganization,  see  Reoboanization,  1. 
Of  nonassenting  security  holders  in  reorganization  plan,  see  Reob^ 

OANIZATION,  7. 

PROTEST. 

Consideration  by  Commission  of  informal  protest  against  security 
issues,  see  Pbooedube,  8. 

PRUDENCE. 

No  presumption  as  to  prudence  in  investing  capital  in  rate  pro- 
ceeding, see  Evidence,  12. 

PUBLIC. 

Validity  of  statute  regulating  transmission  into  state  of  electricity 
for  sale  to  public  while  not  regulating  transtnfssion  by  mining 
company  for  own  use,  see  Constitdtional  Law,  23. 

Order  as  to  storage  of  sample  baggage  to  include  general  ba^age 
although  public  not  a  party,  see  Pabtdcs,  3. 

Public  interests  not  to  go  by  default  in  Commission  proceedings,  see 
Parties,  3. 

Telephone  line  for  use  of  all  persons  at  public  resort  as  public  util- 
ity under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities,  29. 

Employees  of  a  single  factory  as  constituting,  see  SebvicEi  55. 

PUBUC    AID. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  furnish  adequate  service  irrespective  of  agree- 
ment to  do  so  in  return  for  public  aid,  see  Sebviob,  4.    ' 

PUBLIC    AUTHORITT    IN    INTEREST. 

Meaning  of,  in  Illinois  statute,  providing  for  apportioning  cost  for 
abolishing  grade  crossing,  see  Cbossinos,  87. 

PUBLIC    CALLING. 

See  Public  Utilities. 

PUBLIC    CONVENIENCE    AND    NECESSITY. 

See  Csrtificatb  of  Convenience  and  Necbssitt. 

PUBLIC    GOOD. 

See  Cebtificatb  of  Convenience  and  Nbcessitt. 
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PUBUG    nCPROVXaCEKfiS. 

Consideration  of  assettment  for,  in  valuation  proceeding,  see  Valu- 
ation, 232. 

public    huisakce* 

See  NuiSANCBL 

PUBLIC    POLICY. 

Of  Indiana  as  to  consolidation  of  utilities,  see  Consoudation,  Meb- 
oeb;  AND  Salb»  1.    ' 

Reduced  rates  contract  as  contrary  to,  see  Discbikuvatiov,  7. 

Perpetual  telephone  franchise  for  use  of  streets  as  against  public 
policy,  see  Frjcxcbsseb,  12. 

Voting  trust  in  reorganization  opposed  to  public  policy  in  Missouri, 
see   Reoboanization,   3. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  to  determine  whether  plan  of 
reorganization  is  against^  see  Rn>BaANi2UTiaN,  o. 

Street  railway  reorganization  plan  to  be  consistent  with,  see  Re- 
oboanization, 6. 

PUBLIC    PUBPOWB. 

Water  used  for,  as  proper  expense  of  water  utility,  see  BanmN,  67. 

PUBLIC    SERVICE. 

What  constitutes,  see  Public  Utilities,  37-89. 

PUBLIC    8EBVICB    COMMISSIOK. 

See  CoianssiONS. 

PUBLIC    8BBVICE    COBCklSSION    ACT. 

See  Statutes. 

PUBLIC    8ERVICB    COMPANY    LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

<«PI7BLIC     SERVICE    BXPEKSE.*" 

Appraisal  expense  to  be  accounted  for  under  title  of,  see  Account- 
INO,  1. 

PUBLIC    SERVICE    LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

PUBLIC    SUPERVISION. 

Securities  not  issued  under,  as  measure  of  cost  in  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  62. 

PUBLIC    USE. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  award  reparation  as  taking  of 
private  property  for  public  use,  without  compensation,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  1L 
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Erecting  poles  of  private  telephone  aMoeiatioa  npctt  pnklic  faigl- 
ways  as  devoting  its  property  to  pubHe  use,  see  Pubus  Utili- 
tus,  27. 

What  constitutes,  see  Pubuo  Unums,  37-39. 

PIFBUC    UTHflTIES. 

/.  What  constitutes  a  ''public  utility,*'  1^34$. 

a.  Automobiles  operated  for  Mre,  i— d. 

b.  Elevator  operated  by  real  estate  companyf  ^ 

c.  FerHeSf  5. 

d.  Foreign  utility,  6. 

e.  Freight  distiributing  company,  7, 

f.  Irrigation  plant  operated  by  land  company,  S. 

g.  Mining  companies,  Q-^IS. 
h.  Municipal  plants,  14,  IS. 

i.  Mutual  telephone  companies,  16-^9. 
j.  Parcel  room  in  railroad  sttUion,  23, 
Ic.  Steam  heating  companies,  24. 
I.  Steamships,  26. 
m.  Telegraph  company  merely  retaining  franc^Use,  ;M. 
n.  Telephone  systems,  27'~30: 
o.  Tramway  operated  by  lumber  company,  31, 
p.  Water  systems,  32,  33. 
q.  Wharves,  34. 

r.  Wholesale  companies,  35,  36. 
II.  What  constitutes  ''public  service,**  37-^0. 

See  also  Acoountino;  Appeal  and  Review;  Apportionment;  Bridges; 
Certificate  of  Convenisncb  AND^NsoiDBSiTr;  Cbbiidbabi;  Com- 
missions; Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Sale;  Constitutional 
Law;  Crossings;  Depreciation;  Discrimination;  Franchises; 
Intercorporate  Relations;  Interstate  Uommbbc&$  Monopoly 
AND  Competition;  Orders;  Payment;  Rates;  Be^a^ation;  Re- 
turn; Security  Issues;  Service;  Valuation. 

Determination  of  jurisdiction  of  Commisaion  over  defendant  as  a  utility, 
not  limited  by  pleadings,  see.  Commissions,  8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  dissolution  of  consolidated  corpora- 
tions, see  Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Sale,  16. 

Power  of  city  to  grant  street  railway  franchise  under  statute  authoris- 
ing it  to  grant  franchise  to  public  utilities,  see  Municipalities,  1. 

Acquisition  of,  by  mimicipality,  see  Municipal  Plant,  2-7. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  a«d  other  service  a^ 
cesBories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

I.  What  constitutes  a  "public  utility.** 

See  also  Acetylene  Gas;  Automobiles;  Canals;  Carrier^;  Alectrio- 
ity;  Express;  Ferries;  Gas;  He.\ting;  iNTERtRBAN  Railways; 
Irrigation;  Monorail  Lines;  Municipal  Plants;  Mutual  Tele 
PHONES;  Natural  Gas;  Railroads;  Sewers;  Sitiamships;  Street 
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Railways;    Tklbgkaphs;    Telepho:«es;    Transfeb    Companies'; 
Turnpikes;    Wabehouses;    Watcb;    Whabves. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  what  constitutes,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  970. 

«.  AutomohUes  operated  for  hire* 

^  1.  Taxicabs  not  operating  over  specified  routes  under  schedule  or 
between  definite  points  are  not  public  utilities  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Act,  and  do  not  require  a  certificate  of  convenience  and 
necessity.    Newcoxnb  y.  Yellow  Cab  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  983. 

2.  An  individual  operating  automobiles  over  a  fixed  route  for  the 
conveyance  of  passengers  at  a  uniform  fare  is  a  common  carrier,  and 
therefore  is  a  ''public  service  company''  within  the  provisions  of  a  stat- 
ute conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the  Commission,  and  declaring  that  "the 
term  'public  service  compaaiy'  .  .  .  includes  all  railroad  corporations, 
canal  corporations,  street  railway  corporations,  stage-line  corporations, 
express  corporations,  baggage-transfer  corporations,  pipe-line  corpora- 
tions, ferry  corporations,  common  carriers  .  .  ,  also  all  persons  en- 
gaged for  profit  in  the  same  kind  of  business;'*  that  thejterm  ''person" 
means  all  individuals,  partnerships,  etc.;  and  that  the  term  '"couunon 
carrier*  .  .  .  includes  any  and  all  common  carriers,  whether  cor- 
porations or  persons,  engaged  for  profit  in  the  conveyance  of  passengers 
or  property,*'  since  the  term  "common  cai-rier"  is  used  in  its  broad 
sense  as  comprehending  all  that  come  under  the  common-law  definition, 
and  is  not  restricted  to  only  such  carriers  as  are  named  in  the  statute. 
Scranton  R.  Co.  v.   Walsh    (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916D,  18. 

3.  A  taxicab  company  is  a  common  carrier  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  March  4,  1913  (37  Stat,  at  L.  938,  chap.  150),  §  8,  and  hence 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  as  a  "public  utility"  in  respect  of  its  exercise  of 
its  exclusive  right  under  lease  from  the  Washington  Terminal  Com- 
pany, the  owner  of  the  Washington  Union  Railway  Station,  to  solicit 
livery  and  taxicab  business  from  persons  passing  to  or  from  trains,  and 
of  its  exclusive  right  under  contracts  with  certain  Washington  hotels  to 
solicit  taxicab  business  from  guests,  but  that  part  of  its  business  which 
consists  in  furnishing  automobiles  from  its  central  garage  on  individual 
orders,  generally  by  telephone,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  public  utility, 
and  the  rates  charged  for  such  service  are  therefore  not  open  to  inquiry 
by  the  Commission.  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  v.  Kut«,  P.U.R.1916D,  972 
(S.  C.  241  U.  S.  252,  60  L.  ed.  984,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  683,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 
765). 

h,  Elevator  operated  by  real  estate  company, 

4.  The  New  York  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  prevent 
discrimination  in  rates  by  a  real  estate  company  operating  a  passenger 
elevator  upon  its  own  property,  without  a  franchise,  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  persons  living  on  the  property  sold  by  it,  since  tit  is  not  a 
common  carrier  a»  described  in  the  Public  Service  Commission  Law. 
Kelley  v.  American  Real  Estate  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Bist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  541. 
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o.  Ferries, 

5.  Ferries  operated  to  carry  the  public  across  streams  are  public 
utilities  subject  to  regulation  ns  to  safety,  service,  and  rates,  and  will 
be  required  by  the  Washington  Commission  to  conform  to  applicable 
rules  pertaining  to.  public  utilities.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  reL 
Brewster  v.   McPherson   Bros.   Co.    (Wash.)    P.U.R.1916D,    720. 

d.  Foreign  utility, 

6.  An  electric  power  company  delivering  current  in  Montana  to 
mining  companies  for  distribution  in  Idaho  from  their  own  transmis- 
sion line  is  not  conducting  a  public  utility  business  there,  and  conse- 
quently is  not  required  to  obtain  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  neces- 
sity in  the  latter  state,  although  the  power  company  owns  the  meters 
and  maintains  employees  to  read  them,  indirectly  pays  the  expense  of 
repairing  the  distributing  lines,  indemnifies  the  mining  companies  from 
claims  for  damages  to  third  persons  arising  between  the  generating 
knd  measuring  points  of  the  system,  and  deals  separately  with  each 
user;  and  it  is  inmiaterial  that  the  power  company  furnishes  the  cur- 
rent through  a  prearranged  plan  not  to  do  a  public  utility  business  in 
Idaho.  Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1916E,  144.  ^ 

e*  Freight  distributing  company. 

7.  A  transportation  company  distributing  the  freight  of  an  inter- 
urban  railway  by  means  of  motor  trucks  and  teams,  and  operating  in 
connection  a  storage  and  distribution  station,  is  a  public  utility  which 
will  be  granted  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  although  the 
transportation  company  does  not  hold  itself  out  to  serve  the  public 
generally,  and  serves  the  railway  only,  which  makes  the  charges  direct 
to  the  patrons  without  any  additional  charge  by  reason  of  the  added 
service  by  the  transportation  company.  Re  Chicago  &  Interurban  Trac- 
tion Co.    (IlL)   P.U.R.1916E,  716. 

/.  Irrigation  plant  operated  by  land  company, 

8.  The  Washington  Conunission  has  jurisdiction  over  the  rates  of 
an  irrigation  distribution  system  although  built  merely  to  promote  the 
sale  of  lands.  Burford  v.  Consumers'  Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
448. 

g.  Mining  companies. 

9.  The  Montana  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  companies  en- 
gaged solely  in  mining  coal.  Roundup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co. 
(Mont.)    P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

10.  Mining  companies  which  use  current  delivered  to  their  own 
transmission  lines  by  a  power  company  come  within  the  provisions  of 
the  Idaho  Act  which  excludes  from  its  definition  of  electrical  corpo- 
rations, those  whose  electricity  is  "generated  on  or  distributed  by  the 
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producer  throu^  private  property  alone."     Waahingtoa  Water  Power 
Co.  T.  Montana  Power  Co.    (Idaho)    P.U.R.1916^,  144. 

11.  Mining  companiefl  distributing  for  their  owq  use  and  not  to  the 
public  generally,  electricity  purchased  in  bulk  and  received  over  their 
own  tranamiasion  line  on  their  private  right  of  way,  each  separately 
receiving  and  paying  for  the  energy  used,  are  not  public  utilities,  and 
are  within  the  exception  to  the  statute  requiring  certificates  of  con- 
venience and  necessity.  Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana 
Power  Co.    (Idaho)    P.U.R.1916E.   144. 

12.  That  mining  companies'  electric  transmission  line  crosses  pub- 
lic highways,  or  that  highways  are  used  as  a  right  of  way  for  the  I'me, 
does  not  constitute  the  companies  public  utilities  required  to  obtain 
a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  under  the  Idaho  statute. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.  • 
1916E,  144. 

13.  That  cor)K)rations  can  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
in  distributing  electricity  for  the  operation  of  mines  does  not  necessa- 
rily constitute  them  public  utilities  required  to  obtain  a  certificate  of 
convenience  and  necessity  under  the  Idaho  statute.  Washington  Water 
Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916E,  144. 

h.  Municipal  plants. 

14.  The  Colorado  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  municipal  utili- 
ties such  as  waterworks,  although  tiiey  are  owned  and  operated  by 
"home  rule"  cities.  Ramona  Townslte  Co.  v.  Colorado  Springs  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  702. 

15.  The  Montana  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  a  city  acting 
as  a  public  utility  in  operating  a  water  system,  although  it  exceeded 
its  debt  limit  to  acquire  such  systeui,  and  the  Constitution  provides 
that  in  case  a  city  so  exceeds  its  debt  limit  it  shall  "own  and  control 
said  water  supply  and  devote  the  revenues  derived  therefrom  to  the 
payment  of  the  debt,"  since  such  provision  is  a  limitation  of  municipal 
power  rather  than  a  grant,  and  is  not  a  surrender  of  the  police  power 
of  the  state.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Helena,  P.U.R.1916F,  389 
(S.  C.  —  Mont.  —,  169  Pac.  24). 

i.  Mutual  telephone  companies. 

16.  The  Ohio  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  mutual  tele> 
phone  company  not  operaited  for  profit.  Wehr  v.  Seneca  Valley  Teleph. 
Ca   (Ohio)    P.U,R.1»16E,  479. 

17.  The  Illinois  Commission  haa  no  jurisdiction  over  a  mutual  tele- 
phone association  whose  service  is  confined  to  the  use  of  members  for 
communication  between  themselves  only  without  pecuniary  profit.  State 
Pub.  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Macon  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Bethany 
Mut.  Teleph.  Asso.  P.U.R.1916A',  097   (S.  C.  —  III.  — ,  110  N.  E.  334). 

18.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company  is  a  mutual  company  serving 
its  stockholders  exclusively  does  not  of  itself  place  it  without  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "telephone  corporation"  in  the  Idaho  Public  Utilities 
Act.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Project  Mut.  Teleph.  &  £. 
Co.    (Idaho)    P.U.R.1916F,   370. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 19. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


B90  PUBLIC  UTILITY,  I.  j,  k. 

19.  A  mutual  telephone  company  having  280  subscribers,  and  the 
magnitude  of  whose  Undertaking  is  limited  only  hy  the  territory  in  two 
counties  contemplated  to  be  served,  aiid  "^-hose  subscribers  pay  an 
amoimt  suilicient  to  cover  the  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance,  is 
eijgaged  in  a  public  service  for  compensation,  although  the  service  is  to 
stockholders  exclusively  and  without  profit,  so  as  to  be  a  public  utility 
which  cannot  operate  in  occupied  territory  without  a  certificate  of 
public  convenience  and  necessity,  under  the  Idaho  Public  Utilities  act. 
Moimtain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Project  Mut.  Teleph.  &  E.  Co. 
(Idaho)    P.U.R.1916F,  370. 

20.  A  mutual  telephone  company  admittedly  engaged  in  part  in 
the  business  of  affording  telephone  communication  for  hire  is  under  the 
jtudsdiction  of  the  Missouri  Commission  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  physical 

*  connection  with  a  public  telephone  company,  notwithstanding  a  large 
part  of  its  business  is  mutual ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  mutual 
company  is  impressed  with  a  public  use  or  possessed  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain.  Auxvasse  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Buffum  Teleph.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916E,  296  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  559). 

21.  A  mutual  telephone  company  must  secure  a  certificate  of  public 
convenience  from  the  Commission  to  operate  in  territory  occupied  by 
another  company  that  is  furnishing  adequate  service  where  the  statute 

(§614-52  Ohio  General  Code)  prohibiting  a  telephone  company  from 
furnishing  service  in  occupied  territory  without  first  securing  a  certifi- 
cate from  the  Conamission  makes;  no  distinction  between  mutual  com* 
panics  and  companies  organize  for  profit  uot,withstanding  the  gei^ral 
provisions  of  the  statute  (§§  614-1,  614-2a)  providing  for  supervision  of 
public  utilities,  limits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioja  to  utilities 
operating  for  profit,  Ashley  Tri-County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  New  Ashley 
Teleph.  Co.  P.U.RJ916B,  401  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  -— ,  110  N»  E.  9o9). 

22.  Farm  telephone  lines  built  and  maintained  by  the  owners  Iqt  the 
purpose  of  securing  service  through  connections  with  a  city  system,  and 
whose  owners  do  not  own  or  operate  an  exchange,  or  rent  telephones  to 
the  public,  or  hold  themselves  out  as  conducting  or  (^erating  ^  public 
system,  may  disconnect  from  the  city  system  without  the  consent  o|  the 
Illinois  Commission,  since  they  are  not  public  utilities.  Thompson  v. 
Kleckner    (111.)    P.U.R.1916A,  153. 

j.  Parcel  room  in  railroad  atation. 

23.  One  conducting  a  parcel  room  In  leased  space  in  a  railroad  sta- 
tion is  not  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  New  York  Commission, 
and  is  therefore  under  no  duty  to  reveal  his  profits  or  to  produce  his 
books.  Re  Public  Service  Commission,  P.UJt.l91«A,  1046  <S.  C.  214  N. 
Y.  64,  108  N.  B.  94).    ^ 

1c.  Steam  heating  com^poHieB* 

24.  The  Colorado  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  io  regulate  the 
sale  of  steam  for  heating  purposes,  since  steam  heating  is  not  named 
in  the  statute  which  enumerates  all  utilities  which  shall  Be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioh.  Re  Colorado  Spilngs  Light,  Heat  &  P. 
Co.    (Colo.)    P.U.R.1916C,   464,   rehearing  P.U.R.1916 A,   872. 
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I.  Steatnshipa. 

26.  A  tteftmeliip  company  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Mary- 
land Commission,  since  it  is  a  common  caarrier  within  the  meaning  of 
auch  tcnn  in  the  Public  Service  Commisaicni  law«  Fulton  Co.  v. 
Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.    (Md.)   P.U.R.1916B,  787. 

»».  Telegraph  company  merely  retaining  -franchise, 

26.  A  telegraph  company  retaining  its  corporate  existence  and 
franchise,  although  it  has  ceased  to  operate  and  has  sold  its  physical 
property  to  another,  is  within  the  definition  of  a  public  utility  in 
division  b,  §  10,  of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  so  that  a  sale  of  its  stock 
to  the  other  is  within  §  27  of  that  act,  whieh  provides  that  one  public 
utility  cannot  acquire  the  stock  of  another  unless  the  Commission  con- 
sents. State  Public  Utilities  Commiasion  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
(111.)    P.U.R.1916E,  432. 

n.  Telephone  systems. 

27.  The  property  of  a  private  telephone  association  is  not  devoted 
to  public  use  merely  because  its  poles  are  erected  upon  the  public  high- 
way. State  Pub.  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Macon  Coimty  Telepfa. 
Co.  V.  Bethany  Mut.  Teleph.  Asso.  P.U.R.1916A,  997  (S.  C.  —  lU.  — ,  110 
N.    E.    334.) 

28.  A  company  operating  a  telephone  system  subject  to  the  ju- 
I  risdiction  of  the  New  York  Commission  cannot  claim  rights  as  a  private 
\                       subscriber  of  another  company,  merely  because  it  has  not  complied  witk 

the  law  governing  telephone  corporations.     Paul  Smith's  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  78. 

29.  A  telephone  line  operated  for  the  use  of  all  persons  at  a  resort 
for  public  entertainment  is  a  public  utility  within  California  Constitu- 
tion, art.  12,  §  23,  defining  a  telephone  utility.  Camp  Rincon  Resort 
Co.  V.  Eshleman,  P.U.R.1916E,  418  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  168  Pac.  186). 

30.  The  New  York  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  a  hotel  com- 
pany operating  for  hire  a  telephone  system  valued  at  $21,000,  charging 
a  monthly  rental  to  general  subscribers,  and  having  special  arrange- 
ments with  others.  Smith's  Hotel  Co.  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph. 
Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  78. 

o.  Tramway  operated  by  lumber  company, 

91.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  by  the  Pennsylvania  Commis- 
siott  is  not  necessary  for  the  construction  by  a  lumber  company  of  a 
tramway  across  a  public  highway  for  its  exclusive  use  in  hauling  lum- 
ber, and  not  connecting  with  a  public  service  company,  since  the  former 
company  is  not  engaged  in  a  public  service  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Public  Service  Company  law.  Re  Reichley  Bros,  ft  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  701. 

p.  Water  systems* 

82.  Individuals  supplying  water  through  pipes  to  neighbors  for  com* 
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pensation  operate  a  water  system  and  constitute  a  public  utility  within 
the  meaning  of  the  California  Public  Utilities  act,  and  therefore  are 
subject  to  the  control  and  regulation  of  the  Commission.  Hoff  v.  Mont- 
gomery  (Cal.)   P.U.R.  1916D,  880. 

33.  A  partnership  laying  pipes  in  the  public  highway,  supplying  all 
neighboring  inhabitants  who  desire  water  and  making  the  annual  re- 
turns required  of  all  public  utilities,  is  a  public  utility  that  can  be 
compelled  to  serve  a  proper  applicant,  although  the  partnership  was 
formed  to  supply  water  only  to  itself.  Bassett  v.  Francestown  Water 
Co.    (N.  H.)    P.U.R.1916B,  815. 

q.  Wharves, 

34.  The  Washington  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  service 
or  rates  of  docks  or  wharves  used  for  the  docking  of  launches  which 
carry  passengers  only.    Harris  v.  Heffner  ( Wash. )  P.U.R.IOIOD,  467. 

r.  Wholesale  companies. 

35.  The  Oklahoma  Commission  has  jurisdiction,  under  chapter  93, 
Session  Laws  (Okla.)  1913,  to  regulate  the  prices  and  practices  of  per- 
sons or  companies  supplying  gas  to  others  for  distribution.  Re  Proposed 
Order    151     (Okla.)     P.U.R.1916D,    94. 

30.  A  water  company  in  selling  water  to  a  town  for  resale  acts  as 
a  public  utility,  subject  to  regulation  by  the  California  Commission, 
and  not  in  a  private  capacity,  although  the  supply  main  was  construct- 
ed specifically  to  serve  the  town  under  contract,  and  the  company  hat 
not  held  itself  out  as  a  public  utility  in  such  service,  where  there  tarn 
been  no  segregation  to  the  town  of  water  from  the  general  reservoir 
of  appropriated  water  sold  to  other  communities  under  a  public  servioe, 
and  where  §  23  of  article  12  of  the  Constitution,  §  2  of  the  Public  Utili- 
ties act,  and  §  1  of  chapter  80  of  the  Laws  of  1913,  have  declared  such 
service  to  be  that  of  a  public  utility.  Sausalito  v.  Marin  Water  &  P. 
Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.191ttA,  244. 

//.  What  constitutes  **public  service,^* 

37.  Tlje  use  by  a  telegraph  company  of  its  franchise  in  furnishing 
to  subscribers  by  means  of  tickers,  stock  quotations  purchased  from 
the  stock  exchange,  renders  such  service  subject  to  regulation  by  the 
Massachusetts  Commission.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Foster,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  176  (S.  C.  —  Mass.  — ,  113  N.  E.  1512). 

38.  The  sale  of  the  surplus  electric  power  of  a  street  railway  com- 
pany under  contracts  with  private  individuals  is  not  public  business 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  state.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.IOIOD,  469  (S.  C.  —  Wnah.  — , 
154  Pac.  1110). 

39.  Electricity  from  mining  companies*  transmission  line,  delivered 
to  lighting  companies  under  an  agreement  for  the  exchange  of  surplus 
current,  and  to  a  miners'  boarding  house,  will  not  be  held  to  be  devoted 
to  a  public  use  other  than  mining,  so  as  to  require  the  mining  com- 
panies to  procure  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  neoessity  imder  the 
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Idaho  statute,  since  the  use  by  ifie  lighting  companies  and  the  board- 
ing house  is  incidental  to  the  mining  operation.  Washington  Water 
Power  Co.  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916E,  144. 

PUBUC     UTILITIES     ACT. 

See  Statotbs. 

PUBUC    UniilTT    COMMISSIOH. 

See  Commissions. 

PUBUC    VEHICLES. 

Municipal  license  to  operate  public  vehicle  as  property,  see  Pbop- 
EBTY,    1. 

PULLMAN    CARS. 

See  Sleeping  Cars. 

PUMPING    PLANT. 

'Appreciation  in  value  of  lots  at,  see  Valuation,  333. 

PUMPS. 

Reparation  to  state  for  operating  pump  in  prison,  see  Reparation, 

5. 
Who  should  bear  expense  of  booster  pump  enabling  state  prison  io 

obtain  water,  see  Return,  63. 
Used  only  occasionally,  see  Valuation,  266,  267. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  270. 

PURCHASE. 

Purchase  by  one  utility  of  the  property  of  another,  see  CoNSOU- 
DATioN,  Merger,  and  Sale. 

PURCHASE    MONEY. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  impound  purchase  money  to 
secure  claim  for  damages  for  wrongful  death,  see  Consolida- 
tion, Merger,  and  Sale,  15. 

PURCHASING    AGENT. 

Salary  of,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Return,  93. 

PURIFYING     EQUIPMENT. 

Allowance  for  value  of,  in  excess  of  present  needs  in  rate  valuation, 
see  Valuation,  269. 

PURITY. 

Purity  of  irrigation  water  for  domestic  use,  see  Service,  172. 
Of  water  supply,  see  Service,  277-281. 

3PURPOSE. 

Of  valuation,  see  Valuation,  115-120. 

Of  allowance  for  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  342,  346. 
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QUESTIONS    OF    I.AW    AKD    FACT. 

See  also  JPhhdi^qs  of  Fact;  Kulinos  or  Law. 
Review  of,  see  Appsal  Ain>  Rbvikw,  18-23. 

QVOTATION. 

Stock  exchange  as  party  in  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  com- 
pany to  stop  discrirainaticm  in  ticker  service,  see  Pabties,  12. 

Stock  quotation  service  by  telegraph  company  in  exercise  of  fran- 
chise, as  "public  service,"  see  Public  Utilttibs,  37. 

Proper  method  of  disposing  of  scrap  material,  see  Sobap  Matsbial, 
1. 

RABIUS    GHARGE. 

Excess  radius  charge  for  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  248,  249. 

rahjeioad  and  warehouse  commission. 

See  CoAciassiONS. 

RAHAOAD    COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

RAIUtOAD     COMMISSION    ACT. 

See  Statutes. 

RAIUtOAD    I.AW. 

See  Statutes. 

RAII.ROADS. 

Review  of  orders  merely  directing  the  establishment  of  station,  ae9 
Appeal  and  Review,  10. 

Review  of  findings  of  Commission  in  proceedings  for  compulsory 
trackage  connections,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  24. 

Apportionment  of  expenses,  revenue,  and  values  of  railroadjB,  ae» 
Appobtionment,  14-31. 

Basis  of  apportioning  expense  of  moving  pole  line  away  from  rail- 
road track,  see  Appobtionment,  85. 

Division  of  joint  rates,  see  Appobtionment,  99-106. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  maintain  highway  bridge  over  a  natural  drain, 
see  Bbidoes,  3. 

Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  construction,  see  Cebtiti- 
CATE  or  Convenience  and  Necessity. 

Power  of  Commission  as  to  location  of  railroads,  see  Commissions, 
13. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  railroads  to  fence  their  tracks,  see 
Commissions,  20,  42. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  statu^  in  prohibiting  rail- 
road from  obstructing  percolating  or  surface  water,  see  Commis- 
sions, 29. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  enjoin  purchaser  of  railroad  from 
tearing  up  tracks  and  dismembering  property,'  see  Commis- 
sions, 31. 
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Requiring  railroads  to  inatall  stock  scales  as  taking  property  with 
out  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  6. 

Statutes  providing  for  apportionment  of  joint  rates,  as  contraven- 
ing constitutional  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law^  7. 

Order  requiring  physical  connection  of  railroads  as  denial  of  due 
process^  see  Constitutional  Law,  15. 

Railroad  crossing  highways,  see  generally  Cbossings. 

Depreciation  of  railroads,  see  Depreciation  generally. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discrimination  generally,  and  par- 
ticularly, 64,  98-104. 

Discrimination  in  service  by,  see  Discrimination,  134-139. 

Extension  of  credit  by  interstate  carrier  as  unlawful  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  157,  158. 

Bordeooi  of  showing  facts  to  justify  discontinuance  of  interurban 
serviee  on  part  of  railroad  voluntarily  established  and  main- 
tained for  many  years,  see  Evidknok,  6. 

Judicial  notice  oi  increase  of  operating  expenses  ol,  see  Eviuence, 
18.. 

Weight  to  be  given  testimony,  as  to  proper  formula  foT  apportion- 
ment of  railroad  expenses,  by  witneas  having  no  practical 
knowledge  of  the  subject,  see  Evidengb,  28. 

Public  benefit  as  consideration  for  railroad  franchise,  see  Fran- 
chises, 6. 

Copies  of  sleeping  car  contracts  with  railroads  to  be  filed  with  Com- 
mission, see  iNTrEBcoBPORATE  Relations,  7. 

Interstate  operation  of,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  1-5,  6,  8,  10-12. 

Injunction  to  restrain  order  for  physical  connection  between,  see 
iNJtJNcrriON,  4. 

Order  as  to  storage  of  sample  baggage  to  include  general  baggage 
although  public  not  a  party,  see  Parties,  3. 

Fr<^er  parties  to  proceedings  to  compel  erection  of  station,  see 
Parties,  5, 11. 

Proper  parties  to  maintain  proceedings  to  require  railroads  to  fence 
tracks,  see  Parties,  6. 

Town  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  tracks, 
see  Parties,  9. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly,  162-205. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  15,  16, 
18-20,  26,  27. 

Consideration  of  past  financial  mismanagement  of  railroads  in  fix- 
ing rates,  see  Rates,  38. 

Comparison  of  interurban  railway  rate  wi^  st^am  railroad  rate, 
see  Rates,  45,  52,  53. 

Right  to  reduce  rates  to  meet  competition  by  automobile,  see  Rates, 
76. 

Char^  for  parcel  checking,  see  Rates,  178,  179. 

Necessity  of  previous  leave  of  court  to  maintenance  of  proceeding 
to  require  railroads  operated  by  receivers  to  fence  tracks,. s^ 
Rbceiyers,  1. 

Reorganization  of,  see  Reorganization. 
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Refund  of  excessive  freight  and  passenger  charges,  see  Retaration. 

Return  for  railroads,  see  Return  generally,  and  particularly, 
203-206. 

Sleeping  cars  to  be  credited  with  train  fares  collected  from  passen- 
gers occupying  them,  see  Return,  8. 

Method  of  estimating  compensation  for  hauling  sleeping  cars,  see 
Return,  45. 

Security  issues  by,  see  Secuhitt  Issues. 

Service  by,  see  Service  generally,  and  particularly,  177-217. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  service  by,  see  Service,  21,  35,  36, 
38-49. 

Discontinuance  of  service  by,  see  Sebvicb,  103,  104. 

EflFect  of  custom  to  observe  Monday  when  holiday  falls  on  Sunday 
to  excuse  carrier  from  forwarding  shipments  on  Monday,  see 
Service,  3. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation. 

Right  to  mchide  appreciation  on  grading  due  to  adaptation  and 
solidification  of  railroad  roadbed  in  rate  valuation,  sec  Valu- 
ation, 228. 

Method  ol  ascertaining  value  of  railroad  rails  and  ties,  see  Valu- 
ation, 245,  246. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  tlie  long  and  short  haul  clause,  see 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  619. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  regulation  of  operation  of  rail- 
roads as  affected  by  Federal  control  over  interstate  commerce,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  167. 

Abstract  of  case  on  abandonment  of  right  of  way,  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  903. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  apportionment  by,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  906. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  construction  and  equipment  of,  Ap- 
pendix, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  981. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  passenger  and  baggage  rates.  Appen- 
dix, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1007. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by  railroads,  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1063. 

1.  Proof  of  specific  violations  of  the  Headlights  Law  on  engines  in 
actual  service  under  normal  operating  conditions  is  not  overcome  by 
evidence  of  the  results  of  tests  made  under  favorable  conditions.  Con- 
don V.  Vnndalia  R.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  160. 

RAII.ROAD    8WITCHINO. 

See  Switching. 

RAIIJB(. 

Method  of  ascertaining  value  of  railroad  rails,  see  Valuation,  245. 

RAIHFALI.. 

Ascertainment  of  rainfall  by  use  of  records  of  neighboring  stream, 
see  Valuation,  469. 
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RAPID    TRAHSIT. 

Good  faith  of  New  York  Commissioii  in  taking  of  property  under 
Rapid  Transit  Act,  aee  Atpkal  and  Review,  16. 

XAPID    TBAH8IT    ULW. 

Of   New   York,   see   Statutes. 

BATE    BASE. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  ifac,  see  Valuation,  15. 
Use  of,  in  fixing  price  for  municipal  acquisition  of  utility,  see  Valu- 
ation, 116. 

BATE    FlUKIEBDIirOS. 

Expenses  incurred  in  rate-making  proceedings  aB  operating  expense, 
see  Return,  77-80. 

BATES. 

/.  In  general,  1— P. 
//.  Power  of  Contmiasion,  10^28, 
a.  In  general,  10—21, 
h.  To  alter  statutory  rate,  22,  2B. 

c.  Ae  affected  hy  court  decision,  24. 

d.  Duty  to  follow  decision  of  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 

nhission,  26, 

e.  To  fix  rates  for  mileage  and  tiohet  boolcSf  26'^S, 

III,  Power  of  courts,  29. 

IV,  Power  of  cities,  SO, 

V.  Elements  to  he  considered  in  detennining  reasonableness, 

a.  In  general,  ai-^O. 

5.  Comparison  of  rates,  40^&2. 

1,  In  general,  40^6S. 

2.  Necessity  of  similarity  of  conditions,  S6'-^2. 
e.  Value  of  service,  €3^67. 

d.  Cost  of  service,  es^73. 

e.  Competition,  7^76. 

/.  Increased  or  decreased  use,  77— ^O. 
g*  Character  of  service  given,  SI. 
h.  Existence  of  contract,  S2f  83, 
i.  Rates  for  municipal  plant,  84,  86. 
j.  Return  on  fair  value, 
VI,  Discrimination, 
VII.  Kinds  of  rates,  86^107. 

a.  Minimum  hill  or  service  charge,  86^102^ 

1.  In  general,  86^99. 

2.  Exaction  of  minimum  charge  as  violation  of  rate 

statute,  100-102. 
h.  Meter  rental,  103. 
e.  Maintenance  and  instaUatian  dhargef  104. 
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\^I. — continued,  .    -  '/    i 

d.  Wiat  or  metered  rates,  106,  106. 

e,  BrepQ/ifWient  me^er  rates,  107. ' 
Yin.  Bates  of  particular  utHitdes^  109^276. 

a.  Electricity,  108^142.  /    :        '  *        '  'v 

1.  In  general,  lOS^llS. 

2.  Kinds  of  service,  116^120, 

3.  Kinds  of  rates,  121^132. 

(a)   in  genercd,  121^124^, 
(h}  Flat  rates,  126,  120. 

(c)  Metered  rates,  127, 

(d)  Demand  or  connected  load  as  hase,  128^132, 

4.  Reasonableness  of  particular  ryUep^  Ja»-lii9. 

(a)  In  general,  133,  134>, 

(b)  Minimum  bill,  186^14^. 
5.  Express,  143—140. 

c.  Gas,  147,  148. 

d.  Interurban  railtoays,  149—159, 

1.  In  general,  149—154, 

2.  Fare  zones,  1^5— 168  m 

3.  Transfers,  169, 

e.  Irrigation,  100. 

f.  Natural  gms^  101,  » 

g.  Bailroads,  102^206. 

1.  In  general,  102, 

2^  Bmncnger  fmres,  109^177. 

(a)  In  general,  103—171, 

(b)  Rates  for  children,  172, 

(c)  Mfnimunt  charge,  178, 

(d)  Excess  train  fares,  174-177. 
8,  Baggage  rates,  178,  179, 

4.  Parcel  checking,  180,  181. 
6,  Freight  rates,  182—205. 

{a)   In  general,  182—188, 

(b)  Carload  tceight,  189, 

(c)  Rate-malcing  groups,   190,   191, 

(d)  Joint  rates,  192,  193. 

(e)  Rates  for  particular  commodities,  194—201, 

(f)  Limiting  value  of  commodity,  202,  203. 

(g)  Disinfecting  cars,  204. 
(h)  I>emurragef  206.  '* 

h.  Sewers,  200,  207. 

i.  Steamships,  208,  209. 

j.  Street  railways,  210—214. 

1.  In  general,  210—213, 

2,  Transfers,  214. 
Ic  telephones,  216-261. 

1.  In  general,  215—223. 

2.  Business  and  residence  rates,  224—226. 

3.  Party  Hn&  rates,  227,  228. 
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'VIII.  ^-^amtinued. 

4.  Rural  line  rates,  229— 283. 

6.  ToU  charges,  2S4f^240. 

0.  Sttitohhig  cHiarges,  2^1^2A7. 

7.  Excess  radius  chattges,  24Sf  24^ 
S*  Bates  'sn  phi^sical  oomnection,  2(!^4K 
P.  Portable  telephsnes,  261. 

I.  Warehouses,  262,  263. 
ttw  Water,  264t-276. 

1.  In  general,  264--24i3. 

2.  Kinds  of  service,  264-271. 

(a}  Fkre  proteUion,  264-^67. 
(h)   Bath  tuhs,  263,  269. 

(c)  Barber  shops,  27Q, 

(d)  Flushing  sewers f  271. 

8.  BefMonableness  of  particular  schedules,  272^276. 

J.  In  general. 

Statutes  providing  for  apportionment  of  joint  rates^  as  contravening  con- 
stitutional   rights,    see   Constitutional   Law,    7. 
Order  fixing  railroad  rates  which  allow  reasonable  reward  as  denial  of 

constitutional  rights,  see  Constitutional  Law,  14. 
Right  to  compel  carriers  to  maintain  a  particular  commodity  rate  that 

will  deny  proper  compensation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  J 4a. 
Commission  order  regulating  rates  fixed  by  a  franchise  or  contract  as 

impairment  of  contract,  see  Constitutional  Law,  31-56. 
Burden  of  proof  and  presumptions  as  to  reasonableness  of  rates,  see 

Evidence,  4,  10-14. 
Mandajnus  to  enforce  Commission  order  fixing  rates,  see  Mandamus,  6. 
Suit  without  injimction,  to  annul  rate  order  as  not  suspending  rate  so  as 

to  defeat  reparation,  see  Orders,  4. 
Complaint  by  municipality  against  rates  by  competing  electric  utility, 

see  Parties,  10. 
Payment  of,  see  Payment. 
Procedure  upon  application  for  order  authorizing  increase  of  rates,  see 

PROCEDL-RE,    2,   4. 

Kefund  of  excess  rates,  see  Reparation. 

Right  of  railway  to  increase  rates  to  reduce  operating  losses  rather  than 
reduce  quality  of  service,  see  Return,  3. 

Right  to  increased  earnings  because  of  failure  to  earn  expected  profits 
*         in  early  years,  see  Return,  122. 

Meter  rate  to  cover  return  on  meters,  their  depreciation  and  repairs,  see 
Return,  124. 

Rates  for  utility  whose  business  is  in  the  development  stage,  see  Re- 
turn, 168,  169. 

Distinction  between  order  fixing  rates  which  denies  utility  proper  com- 
pensation and  order  compelling  service  required  by  franchise,  see 
SotvioB,  177. 

Permanent  rates  not  fixed  until  ascertainment  of  property  duplicated  by 
consolidation,  see  Valuation,  276. 
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Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  generally,  Appewpix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  994. 

1.  The  word  "rates''  as  used  in  the  Washington  Public  Service  Com- 
mission statute  means  a  charge  to  the  public  open  to  all  upon  the  same 
terms,  and  not  the  consideration  of  a  private  contract  in  which  the 
public  has  no  interest.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Co.  P.U^.1916D,  469  (8.  C.  —  Waah.  — ,  154  Pac. 
1110). 

2.  The  reasonableness  of  a  water-rate  schedule  cannot  be  deter- 
mined before  the  system  is  operated.  Re  Council  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D, 
1091. 

3.  Rules  of  procedure  for  utilities  operating  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia governing  the  filing  of  rates  and  tariffs  and  dianges  and  revisions 
thereof  were  adopted  by  the  Commission.  Re  Amendment  of  Rules  of 
Procedure   (D.  C.)   P.U.R.1916C,  414. 

4.  A  rate  or  sehedule  selected  by  aa  electrical  consumer  from  other 
applicable  rates  and  schedules  should  remain  in  effect  imtil  changed  by 
thirty  days*  written  notice  from  the  consumer.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

5.  An  order  of  the  Ohio  Railroad  Commission  fixing  freight  charges 
was  not  invalid^  merely  because  it  did  not  prescribe  the  time  during 
which  it  would  remain  in  force.  Mcllfresh  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co. 
(Ohio)    P.U.R.1916D,    140. 

6.  A  retroactive  reduction  in  rates  cannot  be  made  without  an  or- 
der of  the  Commission,  where  a  statute  (Public  Utilities  (Commission 
law,  §  36)  provides  that  rates  shall  be  effective  thirty  days  after  filing. 
Re  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  C^.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  922. 

7.  The  equity  is  questionable  of  allowing  a  discount  for  electricity, 
when  supplied  for  lighting  separate  places  of  business  for  one  con- 
sumer, if  no  other  artificial  illumination  is  used.  Re  Produce  Terminal 
Corp.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  378. 

8.  A  utility  making  a  bid  to  furnish  municipal  street  lighting  at  a 
higher,  rate  for  a  two-year  term  than  for  a  ten -year  term  cannot  be 
compelled  to  furnish  service  for  the  short  term  at  the  long-term  rate, 
since  a  higher  rate  may  be  charged  for  the  shorter  term.  Tamaqua  T. 
Eastern  Pennsylvania  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  430. 

9.  A  consolidated  telephone  company  operating  in  a  certain  terri- 
tory under  the  nonrestrictive  franchise  of  a  company  which  it  has  taken 
over  is  not  bound  by  the  rate  restrictions  of  the  franchise  of  another 
absorbed  company  formerly  operating  in  the  same  territory  where  only 
the  physical  property  of  the  latter  company  has  been  purchased;  espe^- 
cially  where  the  subscribers  of  the  competing  company  had  acquiesced  for 
many  years  in  higher  rates  established  by  it.  Board  of  Trade  v.  Moun- 
tain Home  Teleph.   Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)    P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

//.  Power  of  Commission. 

a.  In  getieral. 

To  regula;te  rates  as  affected  by  contract  or  frandiiBe  fixing  rates,;  see 
Constitutional  Law,  31-60. 
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Antltorizii^  CommiMkm  to  prescribe  rat^s  m  uneoattittttiomJ  Magtr 
tion  of  power,  tee  CoyTiTUTiowAL  Law,  62. 

To  oompel  railroads  to  extend  commodity  freight  aone  to  include  a  town 
subject  to  a  higher  rate,  to  prevent  unjust  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
cumikatiok,  2. 

Of  Washington  Commission  to  fix  joint  rates  up6n  ordering  physical 
connection  of  telephones,  Bee  IiiTBncoBPOiATB  RsLATioif  8,  6. 

Right  to  prevent  boats  giving  irregular  service  to  cut  rates  of  competi- 
tive steamboats  giving  adequate  regular  service,  see  Monopolt  and 

COdCPBTTTION,    23. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  rates  charged  by  real  estate 

company  operating  passenger  elevator  for  accommodation  of  pur* 

chasers  of  land,  see  Public  Utilities,  4. 
Jurisdiction  of  Washington  Commission  to  regulate  rates  of  docks  or 

wharves  used  for  docking  passenger  launches,  see  Public  Utiuties, 

34. 
Jurisdiction  of  Ohio  Commission  in  rate  inquiry  to  pass  upon  questitm 

of  service,  see  Sbryiob,  <J. 

10.  A  new  rate  properly  filed  with  the  tariff  department  needs  no 
action  by  the  Indiana  Commission.  Re  Alexandria  Telepb.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  41. 

11.  A  utility  charging  less  than  the  regularly  filed  rate  may  in- 
crease its  charges  to  the  legal  rate  without  procuring  authority  from 
the  Commisnon.    Re  Cambria  ^Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  519. 

12.  The  Ohio  Commission,  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  fix  rates 
in  the  first  instance,  cannot,  on  appeal  to  it  from  a  rate  ordinance,  fix 
rates  for  services  on  which  the  ordinance  is  silent.  Re  Chillioothe  Gas- 
Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

13.  The  only  changes  a  Coounission  may  make  in  a  schedule  of 
rates  producing  an  inadequate  return  are  such  as  will  eliminate  dis- 
crimination or  render  reasonable  charges  which  are  in  themselves 
mireasonable.  Lindonann  v.  Chicago  k  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJt. 
1916C,  266. 

14.  The  Florida  Commission  will  not  approve  telephone  rates  based 
upon  the  estimated  cost  of  necessary  improvements,  where  no  actual 
investment  has  been  made.  Re  Sanford  Teieph.  Co.  (Fla.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
34. 

15.  The  Michigan  Commission  has  no  power  to  regulate  the  absorp- 
tion of  railroad  switching  charges  except  where  discrimination  is  shown. 
Lansing  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1100. 

16.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  authority  to  approve  increases 
in  railroad  rates  with  a  view  to  stimulating  business  conditions.  Re 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

17.  The  Nevada  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  dispute  as  to 
rates  which  were  charged  by  an  irrigation  company  in  a  past  season. 
Re  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  120. 

18.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  power  to  establish  a  schedule 
of  freight  rates  independently  of  the  proposed  schedules  submitted  by 
the  shipper  and  the  railroad,  although  the  evidence  in  support  of  the 
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proposed  ratea  liras  confined  to  a  oompariseo  with  other  rates,  bIijc^ 
the  Commission  is  as  competent  to  draw  conclusions  from  comparisons 
as  are  the  interested  parties.  Gi^eer  ▼.  Baltimore  ^  0.  R.  Co.  (VV.  Va.) 
P.U.R.191^D,  28e. 

19.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  the  same  power  uader  §§  9 
and  22  of  chapter  8,  Acts  of  1915^  to  substitute  a  reasonable  rate  for  a 
rate  proposed  by  a  railroad  to  places  where  there  were  no  rates,  as 
though  the  proposed  rate  had  been  filed  in  a  regular  tariff.  Greer  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R,  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.Ra916D,  286. 

20.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  power  to  establish  reasonable 
freight  rates  upon  the  hearing  of  a  complaint  that  proposed  rates  are 
discriminatory;  since  a  rate  to  be  lawful  must  not  only  be  free  from 
discrimination,  but  must  also  be  reasonable  per  ae,  Greer  v.  Baltimore 
A  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  280. 

21.  The  Washington  Commission  has  power  to  direct  a  utility  to 
cease  furnishing  water  to  a  consumer  at  a  rate  specified  by  contract 
entered  into  as  an  inducement  for  the  consumer  to  locate  its  plant 
in  the  city,  upon  finding  the  rate  discriminatory,  although  the  contract 
was  executed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Service  Commission 
Law.  Raymond  Lumber  Co.  v.  Raymond  Light  &  Water  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916F,  437  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  159  Pac.  133). 

ft.  To  alter  statutory  rate. 

22.  The  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  authority 
to  require  direct  reduction  in  street  railway  fares  for  schooi  children 
below  the  rate  fixed  by  the  legislature.  Re  School  Committee  (Mass.) 
Pub.  Service  Com.  P.U.R.1916B,  361. 

,  23.  Section  3116  of  the  North  Dakota  Revised  Codes  of  1913,  which 
provides  for  a  maicimum  charge  for  grain  storage,  precludes  the  Commis- 
sion  from  making  any  rule  requiring  warehouses  to  charge  for  storage, 
in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  free  storage  results  in  abuses  of  the 
anti-discrimination  act.  Re  Compulsory  Charge  (N.  D.)  P.U:R.1916C, 
222. 

o.  A9  affected  hy  court  decision. 

24.  The  facts  that  the  court  had  previously  fixed  the  fair  value  of 
the  plant  and  rates  for  certain  services,  and  that  there  was  no  alle- 
gation of  a  material  change  in  revenues  or  conditions  since  that  time, 
cannot  be  successfully  urged  as  a  ground  for  dismissing  a  complaint 
filed  with  the  Commission  regarding  rates  not  passed  upon  by  the 
court.  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Water  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  1063. 

d.  Duty  to  follow  deciHon  of  Interstate  Commerce  Com^mission. 

Weight  to  be  given  by  state  Commission  to  decision  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  see  Commissions,  6. 

25.  The  Nebraska  Commission  will  not  authorize  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  increase  freight  rates  merely  because  of  an  arbitrary  finding 
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of  the  .Iiiterstat(^  Cojnmerce  Conunission  ^t  existing  rates  ^re  dH- 
criminatory  as  bet\^fcen  border  cities,  and  that  the  injtrastaU  rates-- 
established  by  the  legislature  and  the  carrier — are  too  low,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  state  Commission  was  not  notified  of  the  proceedings 
b«f<>re  the  Federal  CJonmiisflion,  and  that  the  ^findings  of  the  latter  are 
not  borne  out  by  the  facts.  Re  Chicago,  Bi  St  Q.  R/Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  398. 

e.  To  flao  rmtes  for  mUeoffe  and  Ucket  hooks, 

26.  Hie  New  York  Commission  has.  power  to  increase  a  railroad 
mileage  book  rate  over  the  2-cent  maximum  i&xed  l^  §  60  of  tlie  Rail- 
road Law,  by  virtue  of  the  Public  Service  CommissiGaaui  JLaw,  §  49, 
subdiv.  1,  f  2,  as  amended  in  1910,  and  by  J^^wa  1911,  chap.  346,  which 
authorizes  the  fixing  of  a  maxii^um  rate  for  reduce4  fare  transporta^ 
tion  when  the  existing  rate  is  found  to  be  inadequate,  and  §  33,  subdiv. 
4,  of  the  same  law,  which  provides  that  no  law  shall  limit  the  Com- 
mission's power  to  fix  the  rate  for  reduced  fajre  trsAsportation.  Peo- 
ple ex  JTel.  Ulster  &.D.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916E, 
243  (S.  C.  171  App.  Div,  607,  156  N.  V.  Supp.  1065). 

27-.  The  Missouri  Covunission  can  require  railroads  to  sell  round- 
trip  tickets,  mileage  books,  and  joint  mileage  books  at  reduced  ratee 
as  a  ccndition  to  permitting  an,  increase  in  the  maximum  passenger 
fare.    Re  Atchison,  T.  4i  S.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.RJOIOA,  594. 

28.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  has  power  to  prevent  an  electric 
railway  company  from  discontinuing  the,  selling  of  6  tickets  for  25 
cents  although  its  franchise  provides  for  a  5-cent  fare,  where  the  fran^ 
chise  does  not  constitute  an  inviolable  contract.  Re  Trenton  ^  M. 
County  Traction  Corp.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  232. 

UJ.  Bower  of  courts, 

29.  A  court  having  no  power  to  fix  a  rate  to  be  charged  by  a  public 
utility  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  the  future  cannot  accomplish  that 
result  indirectly  by  enjoining  interference  with  a  rate  which  it  finds  to 
have  been  unassailable  in  the  past.  Emporia  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  987  (S.  C.  97  Kan.  136,  154  Pac, 
262).. 

ly,  Power  of  cities* 

30.  A  city  cannot  fix  telephone  rates  under  power  to  pass  ordi- 
nances for  the  general  welfare  and  power  to  regulate  telephone  wires, 
especiaHy  where  an  express  power  to  fix  rates  for  water,  gas,  and  elec- 
tricity does  hot  mention  telephones.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Keokuk 
P.U.R.1916B,  141  (S.  C.  226  Fed.  82). 


F.  Elements  to  he  considered  in  determdwhig  reasonahleness. 

a.  In  general. 
Ratio  of  operating  costs  to,  as  element  in  rate  making,  tee  RaruBN,  36. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


304  •  RATES,  V.  a. 

Data  showing  operating  reventies  and  expenses  for  a  period  of  years  ai 
important  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rettjkn,  2. 

31.  The  basic  principle  of  r^^lation  of  rates  of  a  natural  gas 
company  is  fairness  to  both  producer  and  consumer.  Re  People's  Nat- 
ural Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1M6A,  349. 

32.  That  a  railroad  system  contains  a  duplication  of  facilities  and 
noncompensatory  lines,  and  is  owned  by  interests  which  control  the 
whole  traffic  situation  in  the  district,  may  be  ODBsidsred  in  fixing  rates. 
Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1016C,  1. 

33.  The  past  financial  mismanagement  of  some  railroads  will  not 
be  considered  by  the  Missouri  Commission  upon  an  application  by  all 
carriers  for  an  increase  in  intrastate  rates,  since  the  making  of  rates 
is  a  legislative  function  and  is  prospective,  and  all  carriers  should  not 
be  penalized  for  individual  instances  of  mismanagement.  Re  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

34.  Where  a  court  having  jurisdiction  determines  that  a  rate  fixed 
by  the  statute  and  approved  by  the  Utilities  Commission  is  confisca- 
tory, the  utility  is  left  free  to  operate  under  such  rates  as  it  may  estab- 
lish until  a  new  one  has  been  fixed  by  the  Commission.  Emporia 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Utiiities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  987  (S:  C.  97 
Kan.  136,  154  Pac.  262). 

35.  Cost  of  service,  value  of  service,  distance,  density  of  traffic, 
competition,  liability  for  damage  or  loss,  value  of  the  c6mmodity,  and 
**what  the  traffic  will  bear,"  are  some  of  the  factors  that  may  enter 
into  the  fixing  of  a  freight  rate.  Greer  y.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W. 
Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  286. 

36.  The  value  of  the  property  of  railroads,  the  amount  of  the  re- 
turn thereon,  or  the  failure  of  any  return,  are  important  facts  to  be 
considered  in  passing  upon  the  reasonableness  of  existing  rates  or  in 
fixing  future  rates,  under  f  47  of  the  Missouri  Public  Service  Com- 
mission law,  although  the  statute  does  not  expressly  require  the  Com- 
mission to  consider  the  value  in  finding  that  rates  are  insufficient,  as 
it  does  in  fixing  reasonable  rates.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

37.  Among  the  primary  factors  to  be  considered  in  the  making  of 
a  freight  rate  by  experts  are  the  value  of  the  service,  the  value  of  the 
commodity,  the  liability  of  dama^^e  in  transit,  the  weight  of  the  com- 
modity per  cubic  foot  of  space  occupied,  the  package  conditions  per- 
mitting other  commodities  to  load  with  such  commodity,  the  liability 
of  the  commodity  to  damage  other  commodities  in  transit,  and  the 
competition  to  the  specific  market  or  markets  with  the  same  or  com- 
petitive commodities  from  other  sources  of  supply.  Re  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

38.  The  owner  of  several  adjoining  buildings  is  not  entitled  to  have 
the  amount  of  electricity  consumed  by  a  tenant  added  to  his  own  con- 
snmption  so  as  to  receive  the  benefit  of  reduced  rates  for  increased 
consumption,  where  his  contract  for  service  provides  that  the  current 
furnished  the  several  buildings  "may  he  taken  collectively"  in  deter- 
mining the  rate  to  be  applied,  and  that  the  current  consumed  by  tenants 
shall  be  credited  to  the  consumption  of  the  amount  annually  g^aran- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


RAXES,  V.  b,  1.  306 

teed  by  the  oonsomer,  but  that  ''the  •eeonnts  of  the  tenant  shall  have 
no  other  relation  with  thifl  contraot."  Jansen  v.  New  York  Edison  Oo. 
(N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  201. 

39.  Evidence  showing  the  total  value  of  carriers'  property  in  a 
state,  the  amount  ol  eaeh  class  of  business,  intrastate  and  interstate, 
for  (me  or  more  years,  the  revenue  received  from  each  class,  the  total 
expense  of  conducting  all  traflk  in  the  state,  and  a  unit  cost  of  trans- 
acting intrastate  business  higher  than  that  of  interstate  business;  the 
interstate  rates,  voluntary  in  most  instances,  in  the  territory  in  ques- 
tion and  in  similarly  situated  territory  compared  with  the  statutory,  and 
proposed  increases  in,  intrastate  rates;  tiie  intrastate  rates  in  force 
during  different  periods  lower  than  the  maximum  statutory  rates;  with 
other  facts, — ^was  held  sufficient  to  enable  the  Commission  to  prescribe 
a  schedule  of  intrastate  rates  yielding  an  ade^ate  return  on  the  value 
of  the  property  used,  although  there  was  no  actual  apportionment  of 
the  value  of  the  property  used  in  the  interstate  and  intrastate  service 
Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

d.  Comparison  of  rates, 

1.  In  general. 

See  also  infra,  150. 

40.  Freight  rates  must  be  established  largely  by  comparison,  since 
it  is  practically  impossible  to  ascertain  independently  the  proper  rate. 
Greer  v.  Baltimore  k  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  286. 

41.  Utility  rates  were  determined  to  be  reasonable,  so  far  as  neces- 
sary for  consideration  in  a  security  issue  valuation,  by  comparison  with 
the  rates  of  other  like  utilities  and  from  the  fact  that  practically  no 
complaint  had  been  made.  Ke  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

42.  The  rates  of  a  utility  may  be  compared  with  the  lower  rates 
of  others  to  show  that  there  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  an  investigation 
whidi  should  disclose  the  reason  for  the  higher  rates,  'although  com- 
parisons should  not  be  made  the  basis  for  establishing  rates.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
86. 

43.  Electric  rates  naay  be  compared  with  the  rates  of  other  plants 
having  approximately  the  same  gross  income  in  cities  of  about  the  same 
size.    Idangum  v.  Mangiun  Electric  Co.  (Okla,)   P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

44.  In  fixing  electric  rates  for  municipal  street  lighting  and  power 
pumping,  wei^t  should  be  given  the  rates  for  similar  service  in  con- 
tiguous territory,  altliough  a  rate  will  not  be  held  reasonable  merely 
because  it  is  applied  in  another  locality.  Waukesha  v.  Waukesha  Gas 
&  E.  Co.  (Wis.).P.U.R.1916E,  380. 

46.  An  interurban  railway  fare  cannot  be  justified  by  comparison 
with  steam  railroad  rates,  where  the  fare  is  applied  only  on  a  compara- 
tively short  branchy  and  the  railway  is  not  recognizing  the  principle  on 
the  other  branches.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  4t  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 20. 


Digitized  by 


Qoo^Qi 


306  RATES,  V.  h.  h, 

46.  Arbitrary  gas  rates  imposed  by  a  local  franchise  ordiuance  cfm*. 
not  be  treated  as  a  standard  for  regiilating  rates  for  service  elsewhere. 
Portage  Road  v.  South  Shore  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  643. 

47.  That  rates  for  gas  in  adjoining  towns  are  lower  than  the  rates 
charged  to  eomplainani  does  not  warrant  a  reduction,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  that  the  rates  to  eoHiplainaiit  are  in  theiaiselves  unreasonable, 
and  that  the  lower  rates  in  adjoining  towns  are  unjustly  preferential. 
Portage  Road  v.  South  Shore  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  DUt.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  543. 

48.  A  new  telephone  rate  is  not  excessive  merely  because  it  is  higher 
than  the  rate  under  the  original  servioft  contract.  Re  New  York  Teleph. 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916D,  688. 

49.  Oomparison  was  made  between  telephone  rates  prior  and  subse- 
quent to  a  consolidation,  in  determining  whether  the  latter  rates  were 
excessive.  Oonir  D'Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  438. 

60.  The  Missouri  Commission  prescribed  a  general  schedule  of  maxi- 
mum intrastate  rates  for  specific  commodities  by  comparison  between 
the  statutory  ratee>  increases  proposed  by  the  carriers,  and  the  rates 
in  surrounding  and  near-by  states.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

51.  The  reasonableness  of  increased  street  railway  rates  imder 
1-cent  zoaes  should  be  tested  by  comparison  between  localities  rather 
than  by  comparison  with  the  old  unequaled  5-cent  zone  rates  between 
similar  points.     Re  Hewitt   (Conn.)   P.U.R.191GD,  764. 

52.  An  interurban  railway  rate  of  10  cents  to  a  certain  point  is 
not  shown  to  be  unreasonable,  by  comparison  with  a  6-cent  rate  to 
the  same  point  on  a  parallel  railway,  furnishing  better  ^transfer 
facilities  and  more  frequent  service,  where  it  appears  that  the  latter 
company  is  not  itself  earning  a  fair  return.  Lindemann  v.  Chicago  & 
M.  Electric  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  265. 

53.  The  relative  proportion  which  8  cent  interurban  zone  fares,  per- 
mitting rides  jit  rates  varying  from  1.475  cents  to  1.99  cents  per  mile, 
bear  to  an  ordinary  6-cent  street  railway  fare,  and  to  a  steam  railroad 
fare  of  over  2  cents  a  mile  for  a  competitive  trip,  is  not  so  manifestly 
irrational  as  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  zone  fares  from  5  to  8  cents. 
Re  Manchester  &  D.  Street  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916F,  526. 

54.  A  carload  rate  of  30  cents  per  ton  for  hauling  gravel  9i  miles 
was  held  not  to  be  excessive  as  compared  to  the  same  rate  for  a  15 
mile  haul  between  other  points,  where  in  each  case  the  expense  of  the 
terminals,  and  of  the  extra  service  in  hauling  empties,  taking  out 
loads,  and  making  up  trains,  was  much  greater  than  the  mere  trans- 
portation between  stations.  Holbrook  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  3002. 

55.  In  fixing  the  rates  for  water  supplied  the  inhabitants  of  a 
town,  some  weight  was  given  to  the  fact  that  the  rates  were  lower 
than  in  many  other  towns,  where  there  were  unusual  difliculties  attend- 
ing the  supply  of  the  former,  although  such  a  comparison  is  not  an  in- 
fallible guide.  Re  Washington  County  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
606. 
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56.  Electric  rates  cannot  be  shown  to  be  excessive  merely  by  com- 
parison with  ratee  in  another  Tillage  having  three  times  the  popula- 
tion and  nine  times  the  consumption  and  revenues.  McCianahan  v.  Tri- 
County  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  187. 

57.  A  natural  gas  industrial  rate  cannot  conclusively  be  "shown  to 
be  unreasonable  by  comparison  with  rates  at  other  points  where  local 
conditions  are  materially  different.  Southern  Oil  Co.  v.  Yale  Natural 
Gas  Co.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916C,  93. 

58.  A  flat  rate  for  a  group  of  communities  cannot  be  shown  to  be 
excessive  by  comparison  with  lower  rates  of  other  communities  of 
comparable  size,  where  the  latter  must  pay  toll  for  connections  with 
each  other.  Cohoes  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  334. 

59.  A  comparison  of  water  rates  in  an  arid  locality  with  rates  in 
nonarid  cities  is  of  little  weight.  Public  Service  Commission  y.  Carson 
Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D,  678. 

60.  To  determine  the  reasonableness  of  freight  rates  consideration 
must  be  given  to  all  the  elements  surrounding  the  movement  of  the 
traffic,  and  not  solely  to  the  rates  of  other  railroads  differently  situated. 
Re  San  Di^go  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

61.  The  justness  of  a  railroad  commodity  rate  may  be  tested  by 
comparison  with  other  rates  on  the  same  or  a  like  oommodity  moving 
on  the  same  or  other  lines  under  substantially  similar  conditions^  or  by 
ascertaining  the  actual  cost  of  the  service,  and  adding  the  sum  required 
for  taxes,  return,  surplus,  etc.  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co. 
(Ohio)    P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

62.  A  schedule  of  rates  applying  to  various  divisions  of  a  railroad 
and  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  for  surrounding 
territory  were  held  to  be  the  reasonable  rates  applicable  to  stations  not 
covered  thereby,  where  no  explanation  was  offered  by  the  carrier  to  show 
that  any  different  condition  prevailed  thereon.  Turner  Creamery  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  B.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1083. 

c.  Value  of  service. 

See  also  supra,  35,  37;  and  infra,  70. 

<3.  No  increase  of  gas  rates  over  the  value  of  the  service  will  be 
allowed,  notwithstanding  that  a  fair  return  will  not  be  produced.  Re 
Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  650. 

64.  One  test  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate,  as  dependent  upon 
the  value  of  the  service,  is  the  proper  development  of  the  business 
under  that  rate.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  650. 

65.  The  principle  that  a  railroad  must  charge  rates  high  enough  to 
support  it  is  qualified  by  the  recognized  truth  that  patrons  of  public 
ntilities,  by  reason  of  the  volume  of  business,  may  be  unable  to  pay 
rates  which  would  return  even  operating  expenses.  Re  San  Diego  &  8. 
E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

66.  Ld  fixing  the  rates  and  charges  complained  of,  the  sole  question 
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before  the  Commissioii  was  whether  the  charge  was  a  reasonable  exac- 
tion to  be  paid  by  the  individual  dealing  with  the  company,  considering 
the  service  to  be  rendered  by  the  company.  With  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  rate  when  applied  to  all  the  gins  concerned  would  yield  suflS- 
cient  revenue  to  pay  the  operating  expenses  and  keep  all  of  them  run- 
ning for  any  length  of  time,  the  Commission  had  no  concern,  and  hence 
the  effect  of  an  admission  by  the  Corporation  Commission,  in  a  proceed- 
ing for  contempt  against  one  company  whose  rates  and  charges  had 
been  fixed,  for  violating  the  order,  that  such  it  would  not,  is  nil  Okla- 
homa Gin  Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  22  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  —  Pac.  — ). 

67.  Upon  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  electric  rates  of 
a  utility  operating  within  a  city,  evidence  of  the  value  and  cost  of  serv- 
ice of  a  proposed  municipal  owned  plant  is  irrelevant.  La  Junta  v. 
Arkansas  Valley  R,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

d.  Cost  of  service. 

See  also  supra,  36,  67. 

68.  A  schedule  of  telephone  rates  for  various  classes  of  service  may 
be  based  on  the  principle  of  the  cost  of  the  service  although,  by  reason 
of  the  peculiar  character  of  the  business,  this  principle  may  be  so  modi- 
fied as  to  permit  a  higher  rate  of  profit  on  some  classes  of  service  than 
on  others.    Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

69.  In  making  use  of  the  result  of  a  cost  analysis  to  formulate  a 
rate  schedule,  where  the  analysis  is  based  upon  the  cost  of  the  plant 
new  rather  than  its  fair  value,  one  of  the  modifications  of  the  cost  of 
any  class  of  service  as  shown  must  be  a  modification  on  account  of  the 
difference  existing  between  cost  new  and  fair  value.  Bogart  v.  Wis- 
consin Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

70.  A  number  of  considerations  besides  the  result  of  a  cost  analysis 
enter  into  the  problem  of  revising  telephone  rates,  among  which  are 
the  value  of  different  classes  of  service  as  far  as  ascertainable,  and  the 
commercial  aspect  of  each  portion  of  the  schedule.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

71.  The  greater  expense  of  loading  to  a  producer  of  gravel  than  to 
a  competitor  who  delivers  by  team  is  no  ground  for  reducing  the 
freight  rate  to  the  former.  Holbrook  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  1002. 

72.  The  cost  of  additional  facilities  due  to  the  building  of  a  new 
station  must  be  considered  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  charges 
for  the  service  therefrom.  Manufacturers  &  P.  Interests  Asso  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

73.  It  is  necessary  to  determine  the  exact  cost  of  the  transportation 
of  the  particular  commodity  in  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reason- 
ableness of  a  commodity  rate,  since  a  commodity  rate  does  not  depend 
on  the  revenue  from  other  sources,  but  upon  the  cost  of  transportation 
and  a  reasonable  return  on  investment.  Garwood  v.  Colorado  &  8.  R. 
Co.  (Colo.  Dist.  Ct.  Div.  2)  P.U.R.1916A,  911. 
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e.  CompetUian, 

74.  Competitive  operation  cannot  l>e  considered  for  tbe  purpose  of 
increasing  rates.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  4b  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  445. 

75.  A  telephone  company  may  be  authorized  to  reduce  its  rates  to 
meet  competition.    Re  Flat  Creek  Teleph.  Co.  (Tenn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  80. 

76.  The  rule  that  a  railroad  company  may  be  permitted  to  reduce 
rates  to  meet  competition  so  long  as  the  rates  are  clearly  sufficient  to 
meet  the  out-of-pocket  expenses  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
company  is  receiving  a  subsidy  from  the  government  in  the  form  of 
the  guaranty  of  interest  on  construction  bonds,  especially  where  the 
competition  is  by  automobile  lines  which  are  not  required  to  furnish 
their  own  roadbed.    Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916B.  829. 

/.  Increased  or  decreased  use. 

77.  In  computing  the  rate  for  electricity,  it  is  proper  to  consider 
that  near-future  sales  will  be  increased  as  the  result  of  the  natural 
growth  of  the  city  and  a  reduction  in  rates.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair 
County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

78.  A  reduction  in  electric  rates  was  ordered  although  not 
yielding  a  fair  return,  on  the  theory  that  increased  consumption  would 
follow  and  that  an  increase  in  rates  would  decrease  consumption.  Woll 
V.  Hullmger  (111.)  P,U.R.1916D,  380. 

79.  That  too  large  an  increase  in  electric  rates  over  the  rate  under 
which  the  business  was  developed  will  cause  a  reduction  in  use  should 
be  considered  in  fixing  rates.  Re  Thiensville  Light  &  P.  Co.-  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  1098. 

80.  A  railroad  operating  at  a  loss  may  be  autliorized  to  decrease  • 
fares  on  one  of  its  lines  to  secure  larger  revenue  from  the  resulting 
increase  of  travel.    Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

g.  Character  of  service  given. 

81.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  increase  its  rates 
on  a  line  serving  only  a  few  subscribers,  giving  inadequate  service  and 
yielding  an  inadequate  return,  until  adequate  service  is  established  and 
a  reasonable  effort  is  made  to  secure  additional  subscribers.  Re  River^ 
view  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  442. 

h.  Existence  of  contract, 

82.  83.  A  sewer  utility  will  not  be  relieved  of  the  obligation  not  to 
increase  rates  fixed  by  an  ordinance  contract,  where  a  denial  of  the  in- 
crease will  not  make  it  impossible  to  give  safe  and  adequate  service  and 
where  the  existing  rates  yield  a  return  slightly  in  excess  of  2i  per  cent, 
since  rates  producing  that  income  are  not  confiscatory.  Re  Burlington 
Bewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  505. 

<.  Rates  for  municipal  plant. 
84.  That  a  village  has  difficulty  in  raising  sufficient  funds  to  de- 
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fray  its  expenses  may  be  considered  in  fixing  its  water  rates.    Re  Mullan 
Waterworks  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  894. 

85.  A  municipal  electric  plant  should  be  permitted  to  charge  a  little 
more  rather  than  a  little  less  for  service,  where  it  is  uncertain  how 
much  revtoue  a  proposed  increase  in  rates  will  produce,  and  deprecia- 
tion has  been  permitted  to  accrue.  Re  Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
848. 

j.  Return  on  fair  value. 

Return  on  fair  value,  see  Retubn. 

Vi*  JHacrimination. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discrimoation,  III. 

Public  Utilities  Act  prohibiting  discrimination  as  rendering  unenforce- 
able prior  rate  contracts,  see  Co:«stitutional  Law,  37,  40,  46,  48, 
49,  51,  63,  54. 

Vn.  Kinds  0f  rates. 

a*  Minimum  IfiU  or  service  charge, 

1.  In  general* 

86.  A  minimum  charge  for  electricity  is  pfoper.  Wellsburg  v. 
Tri-State  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  258. 

87.  A  minimum  monthly  charge  may  be  made  for  electricity.  Re 
Produce  Terminal  Corp.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916P,  3T8. 

88.  A  minimum  monthly  charge  may  be  made  for  gas.     Re  Wild- 
*wood  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  816. 

89.  A  minimum  charge  for  water  may  be  made.  New  Castle  Box  Co. 
V.  New  Castle  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  106. 

90.  The  steps  in  a  graduated  minimum  bill  should  be  regular.  Kreu- 
nen  v.  Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

91.  A  utility  is  justified  in  exacting  a  moderate  annual  nunimum 
charge  as  protection  in  part  against  loss  in  the  early  years  oi  an  ex- 
tension that  yields  an  income  small  in  proportion  to  the  cost  of  in- 
stallation.    Re  Maple  Hill   (Conn.)   P.U.R.1916B,  308. 

92.  A  monthly  minimum  rate  for  electricity  is  preferable  to  an  an- 
nual minimum  charge,  since  the  former  is  the  more  equitable  distribu- 
tion of  the  expense  of  readiness  to  serve.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric 
Light  A  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  651. 

93.  Bills  for  electric  service  must  not  exceed  the  straight  rate  for 
the  actual  consumption,  where  a  minimum  rate  has  not  been  filed.  Mc- 
aanahan  v.  Tri-County  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Dl.)  P.U.R.1916D,  187. 

94.  In  determining  the  amount  of  a  minimum  charge  for  electric 
lighting  the  probable  effect  upon  the  business  of  the  company  and  upon 
customers'  bills  must  be  given  due  consideration.  Re  Starks  Light- 
ing &  Mill  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  216. 

95.  Failure  of  consumers  of  electricity  to  use  any  energy  during 
the  month  is  no  ground  for  not  charging  a  mininram  bill,  where  the 
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utility  conducts  only  a  small  business  and  it  is  necessary  that  it  have 
an  assured  revenue,  Kreunen  v.  Qedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
a9ieA,  067. 

96.  The  fact  that  two  houses  are  <hi  the  same  lot  does  not  prevent 
a  water  utility  from  making  a  minimum  charge  against  each  house 
when  occupied  by  separate  families.  Powell  v.  California  Water  Co. 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  874. 

97.  A  monthly  minimum  rate  for  a  certain  minimum  quantity  of 
water  is  inequitable,  and  the  rate  and  the, quantity  should  be  reduced, 
where  one  half  the  consumers  do  not  use  such  quantity.  Ke  Murphy 
Water,  lee  &  Light  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  719. 

98.  It  is  unreasonable  to  require  payment  of  a  full  monthly  minimum 
charge  for  gas  for  a  fraction  of  the  first  or  last  month  of  s^vice,  a 
pro  rata  charge  for  the  actual  number  of  days  of  service  being  suffi- 
cient.   Re  Wildwood  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.191«B,  816. 

99.  A  water  company  furnishing  Water  to  an  asHociation  of  con- 
sumers under  a  contract  which  prodded  that  the  mains  and  service 
pipes  were  to  be  installed  by  the  couBumers,  and  which  fixed  a  rate 
of  50  cents  per  thousand  gallons  of  water,  was  authorized  to  exact 
a  minimum  charge  of  $1  per  month  lor  aaoh  consimier  served  although 
the  contract  made  no  provision  for  a  minimum  bill.  Re  Tliatcher  Water 
Co.    (Ariz.)   P.U.R.]916r,  1. 

2.  Exaction  of  minimum  cliarge  cls  violation  of  rate  statute, 

100.  A  provision  in  a  natural  gas  rate  schedule  for  a  minimum  charge 
of  50  cents  is  a  violation  of  a  franchise  provision  that  in  no  schedule 
shall  ihe  rates  of  gas  exceed  40  cents  per  1,006  cubic  feet.  DeRoy  v. 
Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  132. 

101.  A  natural  gas  company  was  authorized  to  make  a  montlily 
"service  charge"  of  50  cents  in  all  eases  unless  the  net?  bill  for  gas  con- 
sumed should  equal  or  exceed  that  amount,  notwithstanding  a  provision 
in  the  utility's  franchise  that  the  price  named  in  any  schedule  "shall 
not  exceed  40/100  of  a  dollar  for  1,000  cubic  feet  of  gas  used."  Le  Roy 
v.  Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  T.  2d  Disi)  P.U.R.1916D,  132. 

102.  A  monthly  service  charge  of  25  cents  in  addition  to  the  charge 
for  current  consumed  does  not  violate  a  statute  (La.  Acts  1910,  No. 
297,  §  2)  prohibiting  a  utility  from  charging  "for  more  electricity" 
tlian  has  been  used  by  the  consumer  as  indicated  by  the  meter,  *'pro- 
vided  the  minimum  charge  contracted  for  with  the  municipalities 
shall  not  be  affected,"  on  the  ground  that  the  charge  is  made  to  cover 
the  readiness  to  serve  expense  incident  to  the  operation  of  the  plant, 
and  to  apportion  more  equitably  such  expense  among  the  consumers. 
State  V.  Sloan,  P.U.R.1916E,  1014  (8.  C.  139  La.  — ,  72  So.  428). 

h.  Meter  rental. 

103.  Meter  rental  should  not  be  charged  when  the  fixed  charges  on 
meters  are  included  in  a  general  allowance  made  for  interest  and 
profits,  in  ascertaining  operating  expense.  Kauffman  v.  Hillsboro  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  375. 
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c  Maintenance  and  inetaiUUUm  charge. 

104.  A  maintenance  and  installation  charge  for  electric  power,  vary- 
ing according  to  the  horse  power  of  connected  load,  without  regard  to 
the  active  load,  is  not  justified  as  a  readiness  to  serve  charge,  where 
the  utility  is  allowed  an  adequate  return  upon  the  value  of  its  prop- 
erty. Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  &.  Light  Co.  (Wash.) 
P.UJ1.1916B,  86. 

d.  Flat  or  metered  rates* 

105.  A  system  of  flat  rates,  with  an  alternative  of  meter  rates  for 
the  same  class  of  water  service,  is  unsatisfactory  both  to  consumer 
and  utility.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  387. 

106.  The  fact  that  an  electric  power  utility  is  acting  merely  as  a 
middleman,  and  has  practically  no  investment,  is  no  ground  for  substi- 
tuting a  fiat  rate  for  graduated  rates.  Kreunen  v.  (^ai  Grove  Teleph. 
Co.    (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

6.  Prepayment  meter  rates.  ^ 

107.  An  artificial  gas  company  was  authorized  to  continue  the  use 
of  prepayment  meters  at  a  rate  higher  than  standard  credit  meter  block 
rates,  provided  that  prepayment  consumers  were  periodically  notified 
of  the  diflference;  the  continuance  of  the  prepayment  meter  rate  not 
being  an  increase  in  rates,  the  installation  being  at  the  option  of  the 
consumer,  and  differentiation  in  the  blocks  of  rates  being  impracticable 
in  the  use  of  such  meters.  Re  Public  Service  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.19I6A^ 
400. 

Vin.  Rates  of  particular  utUities. 

a.  Electricity. 

1.  In  generai^ 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for  electricity,  see  P.U.R.1916E, 
pp.  32.3,  1048. 

108.  A  reduced  rate  to  off-peak  electric  power  users  may  be  discon- 
tinued if  they  use  during  peak  hours.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public 
Service  Co.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916B,  922. 

100.  Payment  for  electricity  misappropriated  by  a  consumer  should 
be  based  on  the  average  bill  for  dwellings  having  the  same  number  of 
rooms  and  occupants,  and  not  upon  his  maximum  monthly  consumption. 
Bertram  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  O.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  410. 

110.  An  excessive  electric  street  lighting  rate  in  a  small  village  may 
not  be  reduced  where  additional  revenue  is  needed  for  a  proposed  all- 
night  service,  since  such  service  will  benefit  the  village  more  than  pri- 
vate .consumers.  Austin  V.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  651. 

111.  Tlie  smaller  amount  of  current  used  by  Mazda  lamps  than  by 
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fltiperseded  carbon  lamps  does  not  justify  an  increase  in  rates  to  meet 
all  of  the  resulting  loss  in  revenue,  since  the  consumer  is  entitled  to 
eome  part  of  the  benefit  derired  from  the  introduction  of  modern 
equipment.  St.  Albans  V.  Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  293. 

112.  Serving  electric  power  consumers  under  regular  schedules  in  lieu 
of  special  agreements  is  in  accordance  with  the  Missouri  Public  Service 
Commission  law;  particularly  as  affects  equitable  rates.  Kramer  v. 
St.  Joseph  R.  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  308. 

113.  Exempting  unwired  rooms  in  applying  an  electric  light  resi- 
dence schedule  based  on  the  number  of  active  rooms,  and  counting 
a  room  in  excess  of  1,800  feet  as  two  active  rooms,  prevents  the  schedule 
from  being  so  unreasonable  as  to  require  its  discontinuance  in  favor 
of  one  on  the  "area  basis."  Re  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  113. 

114.  A  rate  for  residence  and  commercial  lighting  was  held  unob- 
je<itionable  although  it  produced  revenue  considerably  in  excess  of  the 
cost  of  service  and  the  reasonable  return,  and  in  excess  of  the  return 
on  agricultural  power,  it  appearing  that  a  reduction  in  residence  and 
commercial  lighting  rate  would  affect  the  entire  fair  return,  that  an 
increase  in  the  agricultural  power  rate  would  result  in  a  loss  of  busi- 
nessy  and  that  service  connections  were  made  without  cost  to  the  con- 
sumer, since  all  classes  of  service  need  not  yield  the  same  retiu'n,  even 
though  each  class  should  yield  a  revenue  that  under  average  conditions 
will  not  place  an  additional  burden  on  the  other  class.  Monahan  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.191tSB,  609. 

115.  Rates  for  electricity  generated  by  a  milling  company  in  connec* 
tion  with  its  mill  should  be  only  sufficiently  high  to  pay  the  expenses 
of  the  electric  plant  as  operated  in  conjunction  with  the  mill,  and  to 
yield  a  reasonable  return  on  the  surplus  power  thus  utilized,  where  the 
plant  is  merely  an  incident  to  the  mill,  and  current  purchased  from  a 
railway  could  have  been  utilized  by  an  investment  no  larger  than  that 
made  by  the  milling  company,  and  rates  would  be  prohibitive  if  a  full 
proportion  of  the  investment  and  operating  expenses  were  assessed  to 
the  electric  plant.  Re  Thiensville  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191GE, 
1098. 

j9.  Kinds  of  service. 

116.  Electric  street  lighting  and  commercial  lighting  rates  should 
bear  a  reasonable  relation  to  each  other.  Kauffman  v.  Hillsboro  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  375, 

117.  Commercial  electric  power  service  cannot  be  sold  for  less  than 
cost  as  a  by-product,  where  the  connected  commercial  load  is  much 
greater  than  the  connected  domestic  lighting  load.  Moore  y.  Mer- 
chants Heat  k  Light  Co,  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

118.  An  electrio  utility,  having  a  much  greater  connected  power  load 
than  a  domestic  lighting  load,  cannot  give  an  arbitrary  reduced  power 
rate  to  meet  competitive  steam  power  without  also  giving  the  lighting 
patron  an  arbitrary  rate  lower  than  one  based  on  scientific  costs,  to 
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prevent  him  from,  being  driven  off  by  prohibitive  rates.    Moor^  ▼«  ller* 
chants  Heat  &  Light  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

119.  The  power  rate,  and  not  the  lighting  rate,  should  be  applied 
to  alternating  current  delivered  to  a  motor  owned  bj  a  oompany  oper- 
ating a  moving  picture  theater,  notwithstanding  the  motor  drives  a 
dynamo  generating  direct  current  to  be  used  for  U^t,  and  the  current 
may  be  used  beyond  the  usual  power  period.  Vaudeau  Amusement  Co. 
V-  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1046. 

120.  The  Illinois  Commission  disapproved  an  electric  rate  schedule 
which  increased  the  charges  for  all  picture  shows  and  opera  booses 
which  may  consume  less  than  225  kw.  hrs.  a  month  and  which  fixed 
the  maximum  demand  for  residences  at  20  kw.  hrs.  a  month.  Re  Peo- 
ple's Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJt.l916F,  169. 

3.  Kinds  of  rates. 

(a)   In  general. 

121.  An  electric  utility  introducing  an  entirely  new  schedule  of  rates 
which  will  possibly  offer  advantages  to  consimiers  should  notify  them 
of  the  new  schedule,  and  proffer  assistance  to  determine  whether  the 
consumer  will  be  benefited  by  a  change  of  schedule.  Rhodes-Burford 
Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  645. 

122.  An  electric  consumer  electing  to  be  placed  on  a  new  schedule 
should  not  be  required  to  enter  upon  a  service  agreement  extending  be- 
yond the  expiration  of  his  original  agreement,  unless  complying  with 
the  new  agreement  shall  entail  expense  to  the  company  for  the  installa- 
tion of  new  apparatus  or  service  facilities,  in  which  case  the  company 
may  require  the  standard  term  of  agreement  before  putting  into  effect 
the  new  schedule.  Rhodes-Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  645. 

123.  An  electric  Utility  should,  during  the  normal  peak-demand  period 
pecuHar  to  each  class  of  business,  make  an  inspection  of  the  installa- 
tion of  each  customer,  of  a  class  having  the  choice  of  more  than  one 
schedule,  for  the  purpose  of  checking  up  his  connected  load,  maximum 
or  assessed  demand  or  other  conditions  of  use,  and  should  study  the 
consumer's  monthly  energy  consumption  for  the  past  year,  and  secure 
any  other  reasonable  data  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  con- 
sumer is  still  being  served  under  the  most  advantageous  schedule,  al- 
though such  inspection  will  not  be  required  where  one  has  been  made 
at  the  beginning  or  during  the  consumer's  present  term  of  agreement. 
Rhodes-Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916B,  646. 

124.  An  electric  utility  making  an  investigation  of  a  customer's  con- 
nected load  and  assessed  or  measured  demand,  together  ^th  a  study 
of  his  monthly  energy  consumption,  either  at  intervals  or  in  connection 
with  new  business,  should  then  place  the  consumer  on  the  most  advan- 
tageous schedule,  or  advise  him  of  the  result  of  the  investigation,  and 
prolfer  assistance  to  determine  under  which  schedule  he  will  be  most 
benefited;  but  the  company  should  not  be  required  to  effect  more  than 
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one  change  in  achedtile  existing  at  tinsue  demand  is  measured  or  as- 
sessed in  any  twelve  months'  period.  Bhodes-Burlord  Home  Furnish- 
ing Co.  y.  Union  Electric  Lig^t  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJL1016B,  646. 

(h)  Flat  rates, 

125.  A  utility  was  authorized  to  put  into  effect  a  tentative  flat  rate 
of  $1  per  month  for  electric  light  service  rendered  through  a  "limiter" 
which  controls  the  consumer's  maximum  demand,  instead  of  through  the 
standard  watt-hour  meter,  where  the  InBtallatlon  would  benefit  small 
consumers  and  would  be  at  their  option.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public 
Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  14. 

126.  A  voluntary  flajb  rate  per  kilowatt  hour  will  not  be  permitted  to 
be  increased  bjtikfmf^ng  the  steps  in  aooordafnce  with  consumers'  de- 
mand, even  though  the  rate  for  further  steps  in  the  proposed  schedule 
is  a  reduction,  where  an  undue  burden  will  be  placed  on  consumers 
using  only  the  first  step.  Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

(c)  Metered  rates. 

127.  An  optional  flat  meter  domestic  lighting  rate,  based  on  a  com- 
biBfttion  of  the  demand  and  what  the  service  will  stand,  was  fixed,  al' 
though  not  scientifically  correct,  where  a  scientific  rate  based  upon 
demand  alone  would  be  prohibitive.  Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

(d)  Demand  or  connected  load  as  Jnise. 

128.  Electric  rates  based  on  the  connected  load  ra^er  than  the 
maximum  demand  are  preferable  for  small  consumers  whose  operating 
characteristics  are  well  known.  East  Bakersfield  Impror.  Aaso.  t.  San 
Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830, 

129.  Submeter  or  secondary  electric  meters  may  be  charged  for 
separately  on  a  monthly  rental  basis  where  the  rates  ate  based  on  a 
supply  from  one  meter.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin 
Light  k  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)    P.U.Ra916C,  830. 

130.  The  maximum  demand,  a&  a  base  for  an  electric  rate,  should 
be  taken  by  continuous  readings  of  at  least  fifteen  minutes  rather  than 
five  minutes;  and  the  charge  should  be  for  the  peridd  for  which  a  bill 
is  normally  rendered  rather  than  for  the  entire  year.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.UJR.1916C,  830. 

131.  A  demand  rate  rather  than  a  meter  rate  for  electricity  was  held 
more  equitable  in  case  of  a  community  having  a  small  permanent  popu- 
lation, but  a  very  large  smnmer  population,  where  the  utility's  invest- 
ment had  been  made  virtually  entirely  to  provide  for  the  brief  summer 
business  when  the  largest  demand  is  for  the  shortest  possible  use,  and 
the  maximum  demands  of  all  of  the  customers  are  coincident.  Re  Vine- 
yard Lighting  Co.  (Mass.  Bd  of  (Saa  &  £.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.K.1916D, 
866. 

132.  If  a  new  electric  customer,  having  the  dioice  of  a  schedule  based 
on  measured  maximum  demand,  is  placed  on  a  schedule  not  having  such 
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a  demand,  or  if  the  demand  is  temfporarily  obtained  by  asseesment  pend- 
ing  the  determination  of  the  measured  demand,  such  schedule  or  such 
assessment  should  prevail  until  the  demand  is  actually  measured  at  the 
next  succeeding  normal  peak-demand  period,  and  in  case  the  consumer 
then  elects  to  be  placed  under  the  demand  schedule,  or  in  case  the  ac- 
tual  measurement  of 'demand  effects  a  change  in  the  customer's  account 
from  that  computed  on  the  assessed  demand^  the  consumer  should  be 
credited  with  the  excess,  or  may  be  charged  with  the  decrease  accru- 
ing between  the  amount  paid  and  the  amount  computed  on  the  basis  of 
the  measured  demand.  Rhodes-Bur  ford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1910B,  645. 

4.  Beasanablenesa  of  parHoulmr  rates, 

(a)   In  general. 

133.  A  charge  of  8.88  cents  gross  and  8  cents  net  for  the  first  30 
kilowatt  hours  of  a  period  of  six  months  was  held  reasonable.  Wells- 
burg  V.  Tri-State  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (\V.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  258. 

134.  A  net  electric  rate  of  10  cents  a  kw.  for  residences  and  12i  cents 
a  kw.  for  stores,  that  yields  net  earnings  of  $400.80  on  an  investment  of 
$4,826.38  and  compares  favorably  with  the  rates  in  other  small  commu- 
nities, is  not  excessive.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  65L 

(h)   Minintum  hUl. 

Right  to  make  minimum  charge,  see  supra,  67,  86,  92-95. 

135.  A  minimum  bill  of  50  cents  per  month  for  electricity  is  not 
excessive  where  the  cost  of  serving  minimum  consumers  is  82  cents 
per  consumer  per  month.  Kramer  v.  St.  Joseph  R.  Light,  Heat  &  P. 
Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  808. 

136.  A  minimum  bill  for  residence  lighting  was  fixed  at  75  cents  per 
neter  per  month  rather  than  at  $1  per  month.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Aseo.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R,1»16C,  880. 

137.  A  minimum  charge  higher  than  75  cents  will  not  be  allowed  un- 
less it  is  shown  that  the  cost  of  service  warrants  it  and  that  future 
developments  would  not  be  retarded.  Re  Starks  Lighting  &  Mill.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  216. 

138.  A  minimum  electric  bill  of  75  cents  per  month  was  held  rea- 
sonable, 5  kw.  hr.  being  permitted  to  be  used  in  place  of  2^  kw.  hr. 
under  the  former  bill  of  50  cents  per  month.  Kauffman  y.  Hillsboro 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  375. 

139.  A  minimum  electric  rate  of  $1.50  a  month  will  not  be  reduoed, 
although  it  is  not  low,  where  a  proposed  increase  in  service  will  re* 
quire  additional  revenue.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  651. 

140.  A  minimum  rate  to  small  electric  light  consumers  in  excess  of 
$2  a  month  less  a  discount  of  10  per  cent  for  prompt  payment  was  held 
to  be  excessive.  Philipsburg  v.  Montana  Power  Co.  <Mont)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  377. 
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141.  A  schedule  of  minimum  monthly  eharges  for  electric  lights 
▼arying  according  to  the  number  of  sockets,  whereby  $4*80  would  b« 
charged  for  only  twenty  lights,  is  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Re  Newton 
Gas  4  E.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P;UJ1.1916A,  514. 

142.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  minimum  bill  fdr  electricity  that  it  in- 
creases with  each  horse  power  installed  by  the  consumer,  where,  if  there 
were  no  graduations,  an  increase  m  the  bill  to  small  consumers,  neces- 
sary to  assure  the  same  revenue,  would  be  prohibitive.  Kreunen  v. 
Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

h.  Express, 

Comparison  of  freight  rates  on  cream  with  express  rates,  see  Evioenci:, 
24. 

143.  A  reasonable  express  rate  is  one  which  gives  reasonable  com- 
pensation to  the  rail  carrier  for  transportation  plus  a  reasonable  com- 
pulsation  for  the  service  of  gathering,  care,  and  delivering  which  the 
express  ecmipany  as  such  renders.  Dairymen's  Co-op.  Creamery  Asso. 
▼.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  819. 

144.  That  an  express  rate  on  a  certain  commodity  bears  a  close  rela- 
tioQ  to  the  freight  rate  on  the  same  commodity  does  not  necessarily 
show  that  the  express  rate  is  too  low,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  as  to 
the  reasonableness  of  the  freight  rate.  Dairymen's  Co-op.  Creamery 
Asso.  v.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  819. 

145.  The  Arizona  Corporation  Commission  authorized  an  express  com- 
pany to  adopt  for  intrastate  traffic  the  interstate  base  rate  fixed  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  where  there  would  be  a  slight 
increase  in  revenue  on  only  8  per  cent  of  the  traffic  and  confusion  and 
errors  would  result  from  two  rates.  Re  Wells,  F.  &.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U  R. 
191 6A,  865. 

146.  Express  companies  operating  in  Louisiana  were  authorized  to 
adjust  Intrastate  rates  to  conform  to  the  schedules  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  it  appearing  desirable  that  interstate  and  intra- 
state rates  be  uniform,  that  the  former  rates  were  unremunerative,  and 
that  there  would  be  a  slight  advance  in  less  than  4  per  cent  of  the 
traffic.    Ex  parte  American  Exp.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916C,  543. 

c.  Gas. 

Right  to  make  minimum  charge,  see  supra,  88,  98. 
Consideration  of  revenue  from  sale  of  appliances  intended  to  promote 
the  sale  of  gas,  in  fixing  gas  rates,  see  RETuaN,  15. 

147.  A  minimum  gas  bill  of  25  cents  per  month  per  meter  was  in- 
creased to  50  cents  per  month  to  consumers  failing  to  use  625  cubic 
feet  per  month  from  the  primary  block  of  10,000  cubic  feet,  that  being 
the  customary  charge  in  other  cities  of  comparable  size.  Springfield  ▼. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

148.  Gas  rates  charged  by  a  distributing  subsidiary  company  which 
purchases  its  gas  from  the  parent  company  operating  the  subsidiary 
system  are  not  excessive  where  the  revenue  from  the  rates  would  be 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


318  RATES,  VIII.  d,  1. 

equaled  or  exceeded  by  the  cost  of  serrke  if  the  subsidiary  were  oper- 
ated as  a  separate  organization  and  diher  manufaetured  the  gas  of* 
purchased  it  at  the  present  price,  or  if  the  eost  to  the  parent  company 
was  apportioned  to  the  subsidiary.  West  AUis  v.  West  Allis  Gas  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916I>,  740. 

4.  Interurham  rmUwayB* 

1.  In  generoL 

Right  to  increase  rates  notwithstanding  obligations  to  patrons  along 
line  to  retain  rates,  see  Retubn,  6. 

149.  Electric  railway  fares  may  be  increased  where  practically  no 
return  is  had,  even  without  normal  allowances  for  depreciation  and 
damage  claims.  Re  Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Ca  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916K,  1066. 

150.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  an  increase  in  an  Inter- 
urban  round-trip  fare  when  the  one-way  fare  is  reduced,  comparison 
of  the  old  round-trip  fare  should  be  made  with  the  new  round-trip 
rate  on  a  mileage  book  basis,  rather  than  with  the  greater  fare  from 
merely  doubling  the  new  one-way  fare.  Waukesha  v.  Milwaukee  Elec* 
trie  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916F,  181. 

151.  A  railroad  will  not  be  permitted  to  increase  established  railway 
fares  within  a  city  from  5  to  10  cents  imless  justification  therefor  is 
shown,  §  27  of  the  Public  Utilities  act  (Cal.)  providing  that  not  more 
than  5  cents  shall  be  charged  within  the  corporate  limits  of  any  city 
unless  justified.    Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

152.  In  establishing  interurban  railway  fares,  children  under  six  years 
were  permitted  to  ride  free,  and  children  between  six  and  eleven  years 
to  pay  one-half  the  adult  fare,  with  a  minimum  fare  of  3  cents,  1  cent 
to  be  charged  for  a  fractional  cent.  Dickinson  v.  Chippewa  Valley  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  960. 

153.  In  modifying  a  zone  system  of  interurban  railway  rates  so  as 
to  permit  of  mileage  charges  beyond  the  first-fare  zone  in  case  of  pur- 
chases of  tickets  or  coupons,  children's  half-fare  rates  were  made  one 
half  of  the  full  rates  for  either  cash,  ticket,  or  coupon  fares  respectively, 
the  company  being  allowed  the  benefit  of  the  half  cent  on  fractional 
computations,  and  being  required  to  charge  only  one  full  fare  in  case  of 
two  half-fare  passengers  traveling  together.  Lindemann  v.  Chicago  ft 
M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  265. 

154.  An  increase  in  an  interurban  round-trip  fare  from  50  to  57.6 
cents  when  the  one-way  fare  was  reduced  from  35  to  31  cents  was 
held  not  unreasonable,  where  there  were  68  reductions  against  only 
14  increases  on  the  revision  of  the  fares  for  the  entire  system,  and 
such  revision  was  made  on  the  basis  of  equality  and  uniformity  by 
replacing  5  cent  zones  with  2  cent  zones,  and  had  not  increased  the 
return  of  only  4  per  cent  for  the  entire  system,  5.35  per  cent  for  the 
section  in  question,  and  a  less  return  for-  the  adjoining  section.  Wau« 
kesha  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  P.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.H.1916F,  131. 
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2,  Wmre  aone^, 

155.  Distance  is  not  necessarily  the  controlling  factor  in  establishing 
interurban  fare  zones,  although  it  is  an  important  factor.  Butler  t. 
Lewiston,  A.  k  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  26. 

156.  Interurban  fare  zones  shonkl  end  at  centers  of  population  rather 
than  at  arbitrary  equidistant  points,  althou^  this  results  in  zone  fares 
of  2  and  8  cents  in  place  of  two  5-cent  fares  and  some  reduction  in 
the  rate,  where  arbitrary  limits  cause  patrons  to  walk  a  long  distance 
to  escape  the  fare  for  the  next  zone,  and  where  the  reduction  in  rate 
will  materially  increase  the  traffic.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  \V.  Street 
K.  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

157.  It  does  not  follow  that  because  a  city  annexed  adjoining  terri- 
tory a  street  railway  system  should,  as  a  matter  of  equity,  necessarily 
be  required  to  extend  its  6-cent  fare  zone  to  conform  to  the  new  bound- 
ary lines.     Ray  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.lDlUA,  83. 

158.  An  electric  railway  will  not  be  required  to  extend  its  5-cent 
fare  zone  to  include  territory  annexed  to  a  dty,  on  the  theory  that 
the  present  rate  is  a  material  detriment  to  the  development  of  the  dis- 
trict and  a  hardship  td  school  children,  where  the  traffic  does  not  pro* 
vide  sufficient  revenue  to  meet  actual  operating  expenses,  where  more 
than  half  the  passengers  carried  to  and  from  that  sectioti,  by  using  30- 
trip  commutation  tickets,  travel  through  two  zones  for  5  cents,  and 
where  the  railway  has  agreed  to  issue  46-ride  children's  tickets  at  Z\ 
cents  per  ride  between  two  zones.  Ray  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  83. 

5.  Transfers. 

169.  That  free  transfers  are  given  at  the  end  of  an  interurban  railway 
should  be  considered  in  detexmining  the  reasonableaesa  of  the  fare.  But- 
ler V.  Lewiston,  A,  &  W.  Street  R.  Go.  (Me.)  P.UJRa916D,  25. 

e,  irrigaUan, 

160.  In  determining  the  amount  of  water  needed  by  land,  in  fixing 
irrigation  rates^  consideration  may  be  given  to  the  fact  that  rules  for 
rotation  of 'use  may  be  established  for  the  period  of  heaviest  irrigation. 
Burford  v.  Consumers'  IH^ch  Co.   (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  448. 

/.  Natural  gas. 

Right  to  make  minimum  charge,  see  supra,  100,  101. 
Right  to  charge  a  higher  minimum  for  natural  gas  consumed  in  gas 
engines,  see  Discrimination,  97. 

161.  A  uniform  monthly  minimum  charge  of  50  cents  was  fixed  as  the 
amouBt  whioh  should  be  paid  throughout  the  territory  served  by  natural 
gas  companies,  the  receivers  to  have  their  contract  share  of  all  oollec* 
tions  of  such  chaxge,  and  the  remainder  to  be  retained  by  the  distribut- 
ing company.    Landon  ir.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B^  381. 
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g,  ItaUnnUU* 

1,  In  general. 

Classification  of  business  for  prescribing  railroad  rates,  as  class  legisla- 
tion, see  Constitutional  Law,  21. 

Consideration  of  weight,  liability,  and  class  of  equipment  used  in  fixing 
railroad  commodity  rates,  see  Discrhainaxion^  98« 

Necessity  of  filing  tariff  and  schedule  before  extending  privilege  of  st«>p* 
ping  cattle  in  transit  to  test  market,  see  Discbimination,  138. 

Effect  of  reshipment  without  unloading  to  points  without  the  state 
so  as  to  render  applicable  the  interstate  rate,  see  Intebstate  Com* 

MERGE,  5. 

Who  may  complain  of  freight  rates,  see  Parties,  7. 
Effect  of  fact  that  general  schedule  of  rates  will  probably  be  more  profit- 
able to  some  carriers  than  to  others,  see  Return,  161. 

162.  Railroad  companies  operating  in  Oklahoma  will  not  be  permitted 
to  increase  intrastate  freight  or  passenger  ratea  until  the  advance  ia 
approved  by  the  Commission  and  tariffs  are  filed  therewith;  since  it 
is  fairer  to  the  public  that  investigation  into  the  reasonableness  of 
increases  in  rates  should  be  made  before  rather  than  after  the  advances 
are  put  into  effect.  Re  Increases  in  Railroad  Rates  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  358. 

2,  Passenger  fares, 

(a)  In  general. 

Validity  of  contract  for  lower  round  trip  fare  to  club  members  to  a 
club  house,  see  Constitutional  Law,  46. 

163.  An  increase  in  railroad  passenger  fares  will  not  be  permitted 
merely  to  establish  uniformity  with  the  fares  of  other  railroads.  Re 
Passenger  Fares  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

164.  Tlie  revenue  from  the  intrastate  haul  of  interstate  passengers 
must  be  considered  in  fixing  an  intrastate  passenger  fare.  Re  Pas- 
senger Fares   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

165.  A  fraction  of  one-half  mile  or  over  may  be  considered  a  mile, 
in  computing  a  railroad  passenger  fare.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.191GC,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

166.  A  charge  of  the  sum  nearest  to  five  or  naught  may  be  made  for 
a  railroad  passenger  fare,  provided  that  the  minimum  is  not  less  than 
5  cents.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C. 
3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

167.  The  operation  of  belt  line  trains  at  a  loss  does  not  justify  an  in- 
crease in  the  belt  line  fare,  where  there  is  no  showing  as  to  the  earn- 
ings of  other  trains  using  the  same  tracks,  or  as  to  whether  there  is 
not  more  service  being  given  than  the  traffic  jusiifleB.  Re  Pa«6enger 
Fares  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

168.  Railroads  m&y  not  require  more  than  one  transportation  fare  in 
addition  to  the  regular  drawing-room  or  compartment  charge  for  the 
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excluaiye  vise  by  one  pterson  of  a  oompartment  or  drawing  room  in  a 
sleepiBg  oajt,  on  tbe  theory  that  discrimination  against  lamiiieB  or  in- 
dividuals traireling  to^t^er  .is  thus  prevented.  PuUic  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  105. 

160.  That  a  railroad  is  obliged  to  carry  through  passengers  from 
points  on  another  railroad  on  through  tickets  at  less  than  the  statutory 
rate,  due  to  competition  of  a  shorter  route  over  a  third  road,  is  not 
conclusive  that  the  rate  is  noncompensatory  and  that  the  more  pas- 
sengers carried  the  greater  the  deficit,  since  the  operating  expense  does 
not  depend  on  the  number  of  passengers  carried,  but  is  a  fixed  expense. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  ChesapeaJke  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  353. 

170.  The  provision  of  chapter  216  of  the  Laws  of  1846  limiting  to  2 
cents  a  mile  the  passenger  fares  between  New  York  and  Albany  of  the 
predecessor  of  the  Kew  York  Central  Railroad  Company  has  been  re- 
moved by  the  general  railroad  act  of  1850,  chapter  140,  §  49.  Re  Pas- 
senger Fares   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

171.  A  maximum  passenger  rate  of  2i  cents  a  mile  was  fixed  by  the 
Missouri  Commission  upon  consideration  of  the  facts  that  a  reduction 
of  33|  per  cent  in  the  statutory  rate  to  2  cents  a  mile  had  not  been  equal- 
ized by  increased  travel,  that  salaries  of  railroad  employees  and  the 
cost  of  supplies  have  substantially  increased,  that  Federal  and  state 
legislation  have  placed  new  and  additional  burdens  on  the  carriers,  and 
by  comparing  the  passenger  rates  of  other  states,  taking  into  consider- 
ation the  similarity  and  geographical  conditions,  as  well  as  the  density 
of  population  and  difficulties  of  operation.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

(h)  Bates  for  children, 

172.  A  charge  of  one  half  the  adult  fare  for  children  between  the 
ages  of  five  and  twelve  years,  and  the  free  carriage  of  children  under 
^e  years  of  age,  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

(c)   Minimum  charge. 

173.  A  minimum  charge  for  a  railroad  passenger  ticket  in  excess  of 
5  cents  was  held  unreasonable.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

(d)  Excess  train  fares. 

174.  Excess  fares  collected  from  passengers  boarding  a  train  without 
a  ticket  should  be  refimded,  upon  delivery  of  the  receipt  to  a  ticket 
office,  and  not  retained  as  a  penalty.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

175.  An  excess  fare  of  10  cents  may  be  collected  from  a  passenger 
who  boards  a  train  without  a  ticket,  after  having  had  reasonable  op- 
portunity to  purchase  a  ticket.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

176.  An  excess  charge  of  10  cents  may  be  exacted  from  passengers 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 21. 
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paying  fare  on  trains  when  nmplt  opportunity  has  heen  afforded  for  the 
purchase  of  a  tidcet,  provided  that  the  exoess  is  refunded  upon  pres- 
enUtion  of  the  receipt.  Re  Raies  MiflBonrl  Soutaiern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

177.  The  Louisiana  Commission  refused  to  abolish  the  practice  of  col- 
lecting excess  fares  from  passengers  boarding  trains  at  agency  stations 
without  tickets,  but  the  carriers  were  directed  to  accept  reasonable  ex- 
cuses offered  by  passengers  for  failure  to  get  tickets,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  ^cess  fares  should  not  be  collected  from  passengers  who  desire 
to  go  beyond  the  point  designated  on  the  ticket.  Raih-oad  Commission 
V.  RaUroads  (La.)  P.U.R.191dE>  2»3. 

S.  Baggage  rates, 

178.  The  carrying  of  150  pounds  of  baggage  free  with  each  adult  pas- 
senger and  75  pounds  with  each  half-fare  ticket  was  held  reasonable. 
Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1016C,  607  <S.  C,  3  Mo.  P. 
S.  C.  R,  1). 

179.  A  rate  for  excess  baggage  of  15  per  cent  of  the  maximum  pas- 
senger fare  of  2J  cents  per  mile  per  100  pounds  was  fixed  by  the 
Missouri  Commission  upon  comparison  of  baggage,  freight,  and  express 
charges  in  the  state,  and  in  consideration  of  the  privileges  given  ex- 
cess baggage  and  of  the  fact  that  the  rate  throughout  the  United  States 
was  on  the  basis  of  12  i  per  cent  of  a  3  cent  fare.  Re  Atchison^  T.  A 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  594. 

4.  Parcel  checking. 

180.  A  railroad  has  considerable  discretion  in  determining  the  charge 
to  be  made  for  checking  parcels,  sfnce  such  service  is  not  necessarily  a 
part  of  the  transportation  business.  Merchants'  Protective  Committee 
v.  Central  New  England  R.  Co.  (N,  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1048. 

181.  The  Commission  refused  to  reduce  a  charge  of  10  cents  for  check- 
ing parcels  merely  because  some  other  railroads  charged  less,  where  it 
appeared  that  it  was  the  uniform  rate  charged  by  defendant  at  all  its 
stations  where  package  rooms  were  maintained  and  that  a  lower  rate 
would  probably  be  unprofitable.  Merchants'  Protective  Committee  v. 
Central  New  England  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1048. 

5.  Freight  rates, 
(a)   In  genei*a%, 

182.  Freight  rates  apparently  not  excessive  by  comparison  may  be 
authorised  subject  to  further  investigation  upon  specific  complaint.  R* 
San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

183.  In  formulating  a  scheme  of  railroad  dass  rates,  it  is  proper  to 
ascertain  a  just  first-class  rate .  and  to  base  the  other  classes  upon  a 
given  percentage  of  such  rate.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

184.  In  computing  charges  under  railroad  freight  rates,  fractions  of 
a  cent  one  to  h^e  tenths  may  be  dropped,  and  six  to  nine  tenl^  called 
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one.     Re  Rates  Misscmri  Southern  R.  Ck>.  P.IJ.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3 
Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

185.  A  railroad  will  not  be  prevented  from  establishing  reasonable 
freight  rates  merely  because  shippers  cannot  sell  their  products  at  a 
profit,  since  this  maj  be  due  to  natural  or  other  advantages  of  com- 
petitors, and  freight  rates  cannot  be  based  solely  on  the  needs  of  a 
shipper.    Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.191(JC,  1. 

186.  Railroads  will  not  be  permitted  to  make  an  additional  charge 
for  diverting  or  reconsigning  shipments,  where  the  practice  of  so 
changing  their  destination  was  in  effect  when  the  railroads  were  valued 
and  fair  transportation  rates  fixed,  since  the  added  expense  of  the 
special  service  must  th&k  have  been  allowed  for  in  determining  such 
rates.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  Chamb^  of  Commerce 
V.  Chicago,  i.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  109. 

187.  All  the  incidents  and  circumstances  surrounding  the  develop- 
ment of  a  by-product  of  an  industry  into  a  merchantable  article,  should 
at  least  be  kept  in  mind  in  resolving  the  doubt  for  or  against  an  in- 
crease in  the  freight  rate  upon  it,  ev^oi  though  it  may  be  doubtful 
whether  such  facts  are  elements  which,  from  a  strictly  legal  standpoint> 
can  be  relied  upon  in  fixing  rates.  Re  Advance  in  Commercial  Slag 
Rates  (Ohio)   P.UJtl916B,  257. 

188.  A  uniform  seale  of  rates  for  a  conunodity  will  be  fixed  for  the 
entire  state,  where  it  appears  that  the  conunodity  moves  for  only  short 
distances,  that  it  can  be  produced  at  only  a  few  points  in  the  state, 
and  that  the  complainants  represent  the  larger  proportion  of  producers 
who  will  be  affected,  although  rates  will  ordinarily  not  be  fixed  on  a 
commodity,  to  apply  throughout  the  state,  on  the  complaint  of  one  pr 
more  shippers  representing,  a  particular  portion  of  tl^e  state.  Re  Ad* 
Vance  in  Commercial  Slag  Rates   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1016B,  257. 

(b)   Carload  weigliU 

189.  A  shipper  calling  for  a  car  of  specified  size  and  in  common  use 
for  the  traflSc  to  be  handled  is  entitled  to  have  his  shipment  accepted 
and  billed  by  the  carrier  subject  to  the  minimum  weight  applicable  on 
the  equipment  ordered,  although  a  car  of  greater  carrying  capacity  is 
furnished,  unless  the  shipper  loads  the  car  in  excess  of  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  equipment  ordered.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co. 
P.U.R,1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

(c)  BatC'tnalcing  grtnips. 

190.  The  greater  cost  of  operation  on  one  railroad  over  another 
justifies  a  higher  coal  rate,  notwithstanding  that  it  results  in  a  differ- 
ent rate  over  competing  lines  hauling  from  the  same  originating  group 
to  ono  market.  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  627. 

191.  A  railroad  may  charge  a  different  coal  rate  from  one  of  several 
districts  constituting  a  rate-making  group,  than  is  charged  by  other 
railroads  froin  other  districts  in  the  group  to  the  same  market,  where 
such  railroad  exclusively  serves  the  district,  which  has  a  favorable  loca- 
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tion  along  the  most  direct  route.    District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  €.  ft  Y.  lEL. 
Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.  1916E,  627. 

(d)   Joint  rate». 

Consideration  of  division  of  through  rates  in  rate  making,  see  KETXJB>r, 
6. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  through  route  and  joint  rates,  see 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  4J5. 

102.  A  joint  rate  from  points  on  a  short-line  feeder  to  stations  on  a 
trunk-line  railroad  should  be  onlj  slightly  higher  than  a  single  Hne 
rate  for  the  same  distance.  Greer  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va,) 
P.U.R,1916D,  286. 

103.  Railroad  companies  were  required  to  establish  a  through  route 
and  joint  rate  for  coal  transported  between  certain  points,  where 
such  rate  would  produce  ton-mile  earnings  for  each  company  equal  to 
their  average  ton-mile  earnings  in  the  whole  state  made  under  more 
expensive  conditions,  where  the  through  rate  compared  favorably  with 
other  similar  rates  voluntarily  established,  and  where  the  sum  of  the 
local  rates  or  any  amount  beyond  the  through  rate  would  be  prohibited 
and  harmful  in  that  it  would  result  in  the  displacement  of  coal  by  oil 
produced  outside  the  state.  Carbon  Hill  Coal  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1016B,  301. 

(e)  Bates  for  particular  commodities. 

Comparison  of  freight  rates  on  cream  with  express  and  excess  baggage 

rates,  see  Evidence,  24. 
Right  to  charge  freight  on  stakes  that  carrier  must  provide  for  lumber 

cars  to  protect  shipment,  see  Service,  212. 

194.  A  rate  of  32  cents  per  ton  with  a  minimum  carload  weight  of 
70,000  pounds  was  held  reasonable  in  so  far  as  a  minimiun  weight  of 
55,000  pounds  was  applied  in  hauling  clay  25  miles  and  returning 
empties,  it  appearing  that  a  car  would  earn  $7.17  for  the  haul  with 
the  latter  minimum  weight,  that  such  minimum  was  the  prior  average 
loading  by  the  shipper,  that  a  smaller  minimum  was  conducive  to 
careless  loading,  and  that  the  greater  minimum  would  put  the  shipper 
to  a  great  expense  to  adjust  his  loading  facilities.  «Etna  Portland 
Cement  Co.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.   (Mich.)    P.U.R.1916D,  666.       ' 

195.  Freight  rates  upon  products  used  for  the  fertilization  of  land 
and  the  improvement  of  highways  should  be  made  as  low  as  possible 
in  order  to  encourage  their  use.  Greer  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W. 
Va.)   P.U.R.1916D,  286. 

196.  Tlie  Oklahoma  Commission  will  not  fix  a  commodity  rate  for 
products  in  less  than  carload  quantities,  such  as  soap  and  digester 
tankage,  where  no  reasonable  necessity  is  shown  therefor.  Oklahoma 
Traffic  Asso.  v.  All  Railroad*  A  Railways  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  267. 

197.  The  Oklahoma  (Ik)mroi88ion  fixed  a  class  A  carload  rate  for  soap, 
as  being  sufficiently  low  to  give  consumers  the  full  benefit  of  their 
proximity  to  the  manufacturing  plants,  where  it  compared  favorably 
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with  the  rate  i5xed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  Okla- 
homa Traffic  Asso.  v.  All  Railroads  &  Railways  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
267. 

198.  A  producer  of  giavel  is  not  entitled  to  a  reduction  in  the 
freight  rate  on  the  sole  ground  that  his  competitor  in  the  common 
market  is  located  nearer  thereto  and  uses  teams,  where  the  former 
can  pay  the  established  rate  and  make  delivery  at  less  cost  than  the 
competitor.  Holbrook  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
1002. 

199.  A  monetary  allowance  per  ton  to  a  shipper  for  loading  lake  sand 
and  gravel  from  boats  or  docks  to  cars  will  not  be  required  to  be  re- 
stored by  railroads,  where  the  allowance  has  been  volimtar Uy  discon- 
tinued, and  the  Commission's  official  classification  requires  owners  to 
load  all  freight  carried  at  carload  ratings,  since  the  allowance  would 
not  have  been  originally  sanctioned.  Doville  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916B,  248. 

200.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  intrastate  rates  for  trans- 
porting sand  and  gravel,  exhibits  showing  rates  by  defendants  and 
other  railroads  in  various  parts  of  the  country  are  of  .little  avail,  where 
there  is  no  showing  whether  the  movements  were  imder  substantially 
the  same  circumstances  and  conditions*  or  whether  th^e  was  any  move- 
ment at  all  between  the  given  points;  whether  the  compared  rates  were 

^  for  transportation  over  one  line  or  more  than  one  line;  whether  they 
were  the  usual  and  ordinary  rates  diarged  for  like  services,  or  were 
the  result  of  competition  between  long  and  short  hauls;  and  where  the 
comparison  was  chiefly  directed  to  rates  on  noncompetitive  commodities. 
Akron  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916B, 
252. 

201.  A  railroad  was  not  required  to  reduce  a  carload  rate  from  30 
cents  per  ton  to  25  cents  per  ton  for  hauling  gravel  9|  miles  to  the 
market,  where  it  appeared  that  the  complaining  producer  could  make 
delivery  at  less  expense  than  a  competitor  located  nearer  to  the  mar- 
ket and  using  teams,  that  the  producer  could  protect  himself  against 
such  rate  on  any  sales  in  the  market,  that  no  competitor  enjoyed  a 
lower  rate  by  rail,  and  that  30  cents  per  ton  had  been  determined  a 
reasonable  rate  in  another  ease  where  similar  service  was  rendered. 
Holbrook  v.  [Michigan  C.  R.  Co.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1002. 

(t)   Limiting  value  of  commodity, 

202.  The  average  value  of  all  live  stock  in  a  carload  of  varying  values 
should  be  used  in  applying  an  intrastate  railroad  rate,  and  not  the 
value  measured  by  the  most  valuable  animal.  Re  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
(Xeb.)    P.U.R.1916E,  327. 

203.  Railroads  were  authorized  *  ^  limit  the  valuation  on  live  stock 
moving  on  commodity  rates  in  carload  intrastate  shipments  in  Ne- 
braska, to  conform  in  general  to  the  valuation  approved  by  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  for  interstate  shipments.  Re  Union  P. 
R.  Co.    (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916E,  327. 
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(g)  DiaiMfeding  cam. 

204.  Permission  to  provide  for  a  charge  for  cleaning  and  disinfecting 
live-stock  cars  if  and  when  required  by  health  regulations  was  denied, 
where  such  cleaning  and  disinfecting  was  not  required  in  intrastate 
shipments.     Re  Arizona  Eastern  R.  Ck>.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  166. 

(H)  Demurrage. 

203.  An  increase  in  a  statutory  demurrage  rate  for  detaining  intra- 
state railroad  cars  will  not  be  allowed  merely  because  of  a  temporary 
traffic  congestion  that  would  be  relieved  by  the  increase,  although  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has  approved  an  increase  for  inter- 
state cars.    Re  Increased  D^oaurrage  Rate  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  284. 

n.  Sowers. 

Increase  over  manimum  rate  fixed  by  ordinance  contract,  see  supra,  82, 
83. 

206.  Annual  flat  sewerage  rates  fixed  by  ordinance  for  a  pleasure 
resort  hotel  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  established  to  meet  a  pro- 
vision against  rebates  for  nonuse  by  any  hotel  not  open  the  entire 
year.  Ostend  Realty  Co.  v.  Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  191. 

207.  The  New  Jersey  Oommissi<Mi  will  hesitate  to  interfere  with 
rates  for  hotel  sewerage  fixed  by  an  ordinance  giving  the  city  the 
right  to  purchase  the  sewer  system  and  franchise  at  a  specified  price; 
since  such  interference  might  be  the  basis  for  an  allegation  that  the 
franchise  contract  had  been  changed,  and  that  the  purchase  price  men- 
tioned in  the  ordinance  would  not  be  binding  upon  the  parties  if,  in  the 
future,  the  city  seeks  to  take  over  the  sewer  system.  Ostend  Realty 
Co.  V.  Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  191. 

i.  Steamships, 

208.  A  steamship  lumber  rate  of  more  than  the  traffic  will  bear  wilt 
not  be  reduced  to  a  point  that  will  move  the  traffic  where  terminal  out- 
of-pocket  expenses  will  not  be  covered.  Villafior  v.  Compafiia  General 
De  Tabacos  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916C,  127. 

209.  A  publisher,  on  being  permitted  by  the  Commission  to  have  his 
newspaper  transported  on  the  same  boat  that  formerly  transported  a 
rival  newspaper  under  an  exclusive  contract,  will  be  required,  under  tlu» 
principle  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity,  to  pay  an  equal 
rate.  Fulton  Co.  ▼.  Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  787. 

j.  Street  railways. 

1.  In  general. 

Interurban  railway  fares  in  territory  annexed  to  city,  see  Rates,  157, 
168. 
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Factors  to  be  coD0ider«d  in  determiBing  whether  disoontinuanoe  of  sale 
oi  6  street  railway  tickets  for  25  eents  should  be  permitted,  see 
Rftubn,  10,  210,  212. 

Street  railway  system  serving  many  communities  not  treated  as  unit 
in  rate  making,  see  Rftubn,  125. 

Discussion  of  the  inadvisability  of  increasing  5  cent  unit  fare  on 
street  railways,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  299. 

210.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  proper  increase  of  fares  for  a  leased  street 
railroad,  that  the  increase,  beyond  the  amount  necessary  for  the  rental, 
will  go  to  the  lessee  aB  profits  under  the  lease.  Re  Hewitt  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  764. 

211.  A  street  railway  will  not  be  required  to  modify  a  schedule  of 
fares  and  fare  limits,  to  obviate  the  paying  of  two  half  fares  by  school 
children  in  necessarily  riding  in  two  contiguous  fare  zones,  where  the 
schedule  was  designed,  after  careful  consideration,  to  provide  increased 
revenues,  and  sufficient  time  has  not  elapsed  to  give  it  a  full  and  fair 
test.  Re  School  Committee  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
361. 

212.  A  street  railway  operated  at  a  loss  was  authorized  to  increase 
the  cash  fare  from  5  cents  to  6  cents;  to  sell  10  school  tickets  for 
30  cents  to  pupils  entitled  to  half  fare,  rather  than  10  tickets  for  25 
cents;  and  to  discontinue  the  practice  of  charging  half  fare  between 
the  hours  of  6  and  8  A.  M.  and  4:30  and  6:30  p.  M.  Re  Bristol  &  N. 
Street  R.  Co.   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  171. 

213.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  refused  to  place  in  dfect  a  street 
railway  rate  of  11  tickets  for  50  cents  where  a  return  of  from  6  to  6 
per  cent  would  be  produced  if  such  tickets  were  used  by  60  per  cent 
of  the  passengers,  and  5^  to  61  if  used  by  40  per  cent, — in  view  of 
increased  operating  expenses  and  the  possibility  that  the  increase  will 
continue  for  some  time,  the  additional  extensions  and  equipment  neces- 
earv  in  the  near  future,  and  the  increauiing  competition  of  private  and 
public  motor  vehicles.  Rodolf  ▼.  Southern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.K.1916E,  1074. 

2.  Transfers, 

214.  Under  a  statutory  r^ulrement  to  carry  passengers  for  a  single 
fare  between  any  two  points  on  its  road,  a  street  railway  company  must 
carry  a  passenger  for  a  single  fare  to  his  destination  on  an  opposite 
side  of  the  city,  although  such  carriage  involves  the  issuance  of  two 
transfers,  and  the  passenger  might,  by  walking  two  blocks  from  the 
point  where  he  first  boarded  the  car,  have  taken  another  car  which 
would  have  carried  him  to  his  destination  without  any  transfer.  Rit- 
ter  V.  International  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  689  (S.  C.  —  Misc.  — ,  169  X. 
Y.  Supp.  870). 

Ic.  Telephones. 

1.  In  general. 

Necessity  of  apportioning  value  of  city,  rural,  and  toll  telephone  plants 
and  cost  of  each  class  of  service  in  fixing  rates,  see  Appobtionment, 
60. 
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216.  A  telephone  fate' cannot  be  fixed  by  a  spedal  oontrarH^  Instead 
of  by  filing  a  tariff^  although  the  service  id  given  tinder  exceptional 
conditions.    Jackson  v.  Central  Teleph.  Co.   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916D,  203. 

216.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  fix  a  uniform  rate  for  tele- . 
phone  service  for  the  state  as  a  whole,  or  a  uniform  rate  for  all  classes 
of  service  in  a  city,  since  such  uniformity  cannot  be  justified  either  by 
the  cost  or  value  of  the  service.    Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

217.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  applying  the  rates  for 
the  nickel  classes  of  service  in  the  form  of  a  mcmthly  guaranty  was  held 
reasonable.    Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916C,  1020. 

218.  Telephone  subscribers  within  the  area  of  a  potential  exchange 
embracing  only  one  portion  of  a  town  were  held  entitled  to  free  service 
with  all  other  subscribers  within  the  town,  it  appearing  that  no  prin- 
ciple of  the  prevailing  rate  system  would  be  violated.  Re  Sturbridge 
(Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  994. 

219.  A  telephone  company  may  be  authorized  to  increase  its  present 
rate  for  a  particular  class  of  service,  without  a  determination  of  what 
a  reasonable  rate  under  possible  future  conditions  would  be,  where  only 
one  subscriber  is  receiving  such  service,  where  there  is  nothing  to  show 
how  general  its  use  may  become,  and  where  the  proposed  rate  is  not 
exorbitant.    Re  Jackson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  22.3. 

220.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rate  for  sum- 
mer cottages  from  $6  to  $8  per  season,  in  view  of  the  expanse  of  main- 
taining such  short-time  service.  Re  Jackson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  225. 

221.  An  increase  in  inadequate  telephone  rates  will  not  be  allowed 
until  effort  is  made  to  get  additional  revenue  by  filing  and  enforcing 
collection  rules  and  by  correcting  discriminatory  practices.  Re  Langdon 
Teleph.  Co.   (Kan.)   P.U.R1916D,  643. 

222.  Upon  the  purchase  of  the  exchange  of  a  competing  telephone 
company  the  vendee  was  ordered  to  apply  its  existing  ratee  to  all  sub- 
scribers of  the  combined  system,  and  to  establish  a-  four-party  line 
rate  which  had  been  in  effect  upon  the  vendor's  system,  tlie  rates  of 
both  companies  being  the  same  except  for  various  unavoidable  dis- 
criminations in  the  vendor's  rates.  Re  Santa  Paula  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(Cal.)   P.U.R.1916E,  259. 

223.  Community  interrelation  justifies  unified  telephone  service  un- 
der a  flat  rate  in  an  area  6  miles  long  by  3  miles  wide,  traversed 
longitudinally  by  a  river,  comprising  a  city  of  78,000  inhabitants  on 
one  side,  and  four  contiguous  cities  and  villages  of  respectively  15,000, 
5,000,  25,000,  and  3,500  population  on  the  other  side,  all  having  steam 
and  electric  railroad  and  bridge  connections,  where  a  measured  rate 
schedule,  althoujrh  more  ideal  in  theory,  should  first  be  tested  in  larger 
and  more  important  areas,  and  where  separate  lower  community  flat 
rates,  with  an  added  toll  charge  between  the  units,  would  require  the 
smaller  communities  to  pay  a  disproportionate  amount.  Cohoes  v.  New 
York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  334. 
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2.  Business  and  residence  rates, 

224.  The  use,  and  not  the  location,  of  a  telephone,  most  decide  its 
classification  as  residential  or  business.  Re  Centralia  Teleph.  Co. 
(Kan.)    P.U.R.1916C,  421. 

225.  A  business  telephone  rate  of  $18  a  year  is  reasonable  as  compared 
to  a  residence  rate  of  $12  a  year.  Re  Roanoke  Teleph.  Qo.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
191 6D,  781. 

226.  An  unlimited  business  rate  of  $96  per  year  was  reduced  to  $87 
per  year,  although  the  cost  of  the  service  was  approximately  $75  per 
main  station  per  year,  it  appearing  that  about  30  per  cent  of  its  sub- 
scribers were  voluntarily  taking  this  needlessly  expensive  class  of  serv- 
ice.    Bogart  V.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R1916C,  1020. 

3.  Party  line  rates. 

227.  A  telephone  rate  schedule  was  required  to  provide  for  two-party 
busineas  and  individual  residence  telephones,  in  addition  to  individual 
business,  four-party  residaiee  and  multi-party  rural  telephones,  al- 
though the  cost  of  clumges  would  not  justify  two-party  residence  tele- 
phone.    Re  Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  318. 

228.  Monthly  rates  of  $1.50  for  business  one  party  telephones,  $1.25, 
$1.15,  sand  $1  respectively,  for  one,  two,  and  four  party  residence  tele- 
phones, and  $1.15  rather  than  $1.25  for  rural  telephones,  were  held  not 
excessive,  there  being  448  telephones  and  the  rates  yielding  a  return 
but  slightly  in  excess  of  5  per  cent.  Re  New  Cashton  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  123. 

4.  Rural  line  rates. 

229.  A  telephone  company  need  not  give  main-line  service  at  city  resi- 
dence rates  to  rural  subscribers;  but  may  charge  an  additional  sum 
varying  with  the  distance  from  the  city.  Steadman  v.  Beresford  Teleph. 
Co.   (S.  B.)   P.U.R.1916D,  103. 

230.  A  telephone  company  imable  to  furnish  main-line  or  party- 
line  business  service  in  rural  districts  will  not  be  allowed  to  classify 
rural  party-line  service  as  between  business  and  residence,  charging 
a  higher  rate  for  a  telephone  at  a  place  of  business,  although  it  is 
used  more  than  the  average  telephone  on  the  line.  Buehner  v.  Tri- 
County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  582. 

231.  A  rate  of  $1.50  per  annum,  in  addition  to  the  rate  for  rural 
service,  was  fixed  for  rural  party-line  subscribers  who,  by  a  line  con- 
nection, are  also  served  by  a  second  exchange.  Adams  v.  Dakota  C. 
Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  575. 

232.  A  flat  rate  of  $2  per  month  for  rural  multi-party  telephones  is 
not  excessive  where  connection  is  made  with  1,353  instruments,  where 
the  rate  is  lower  than  that  of  other  companies  for  similar  service,  and 
where  the  rate  does  not  permit  a  return  of  8  per  cent  and  a  depreciation 
allowance  of  10  per  cent  Lambert  v.  Northern  I.  &  M.  Power  Co. 
(Mont.)    P.U.R.1916C,  145. 

233.  The  rental  rate  for  rural  main-line  telephone  service  was  fixed 
at  $3  a  year  for  subscribers  residing  within  i  a  mile  from  city  limits 
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plus  $1  a  year  for  eacli  additional  quarter  mile,  in  addition  to  the  city 
residence  rate;  Steadman  v.  Beresford  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
103. 

S.  Toll  charges. 

234.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  make  an  additional 
charge  on  incoming  toll  mesBagea  from  other  lines,  since  the  toll  rate 
should  include  service  over  both  lines.  Re  Elk  Mound  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

235.  A  readjustment  of  toll  rates,  rather  than  either  the  imposition 
of  an  additional  other  line  charge  on  incoming  toll  messages,  or  the 
imposition  of  an  additional  flat-rate  service  charge,  is  the  proper  method 
of  increasing  revenues  to  cover  readiness  to  serve  features  of  a  tele- 
phone company's  long-distance  connections.  Re  Elroy  Teleph.  Ca 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  219. 

236.  A  local  telephone  company  may  make  an  additional  charge  for 
long-distance  service  to  meet  the  cost  thereof  upon  compulsory  pliysical 
connection  witk  a  long-distiuioe  company.  Moore  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916D,  "TOl. 

237.  A  telephone  company  cannot  successfully  contend  that,  because 
it  does  not  own  an  exchange  with  which  its  lines  connect,  it  has  no 
power  to  give  subscribers  free  toll  service  with  the  exchange,  where 
such  service  has  been  given  for  a  great  number  of  years.  VV^averly 
Teleph.  Oo.  v.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916E,  612. 

238.  A  telephone  company  was  required  to  discontinue  toll  charges 
on  calls  to  the  exchange  of  another  company,  where  its  subscribers  had 
connections  with  but  about  200  telephones,  were  charged  $1  per  month, 
for  residence  and  $1.50  for  business  telephones,  and  for  several  years 
had  had  free  service  to  the  second  exchange,  through  which  a  large  ' 
proportion  of  their  business  was  done.  Waverly  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (Chester-  I 
field  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  612.  i 

239.  A  toll  charge  will  not  be  permitted  for  local  service  switching  j 
between  two  exchanges  6  miles  apart,  where  the  charge  will  make  the  i 
exchanges  separate  units  with  respectively  136  and  1,894  substations 

having  the  same  rate,  which  rate  will  be  discriminatory  if  continued, 

and  if  adjusted  will  cause  a  loss  of  necessary  revenue  that  will  not  be 

offset  by  the  toll.     Re  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Or.)   P.U.R.1916D,  , 

570. 

240.  A  telephone  company  may  include  a  toll  charge  for  each  out-  j 
going  message  in  a  rate  for  a  hotel  private  branch  exchange  even  though 

the  hotel  has  to  bear  this  expense  because  of  the  refusal  of  its  patrons  | 

to  pay  such  tolls,  since  the  branch  furnishes  valuable  interior  hotel  I 

service  and  avoids  the  direct  expense  of  an  annunciator  system  and  of  j 
numerous  messengers,  as  well  as  effecting  indirect  economies.    Re  Xew 

York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916D,  688.  | 


6.  Switching  charges, 

241.  The  number  of  stations  to  which  a  telephone  subscriber  may  be 
switched  should  be  considered,  as  well  as  the  cost  of  operation,  in  fixing 
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a  flwitehiog  raU.    Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Ck>.  (K^.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
672. 

242.  Two  telephone  exchanges  must  be  considered  as  a  unit  in  fbting 
a  switching  rate  for  patrons  connected  to  either  exchange  who  obtain 
service  to  both.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
672. 

243.  A  rate  for  rural-line  subscribers  connected  direct  to  a  foreign 
exchange  on  a  switching  basis  should  be  included  in  the  regular  rental 
charge,  their  company  paying  the  switching  rate  to  the  foreign  com- 
pany.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

244.  Increase  in  revenue  was  held  not  to  be  obtained  from  the  charge 
for  switching  rural  service  stations  where  city  service  produced  72  per 
cent  of  the  revenue  and  81  per  cent  of  the  traffic.  Re  Roanoke  Teleph. 
Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  78]. 

24.5.  A  telephone  company  giving  general  service  is  entitled  to  have 
farm-line  switching  rates  sufficiently  high  to  bear  the  proportion  of  the 
expense  of  the  service,  in  so  'far  as  may  be  possible  by  rates  not  unrea- 
sonable nor  discriminatory,  since  farm-line  service,  although  a  by- 
product, is  nevertheless  a  necessary  part  of  telephone*  operations.  Re 
Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R1916D,  679. 

246.  A  telephone  company  cannot  charge  a  message  rate  for  switch- 
ing service,  where  its  message  rate  is  not  filed,  where  it  will  violate  a 
statute  prohibiting  a  switching  charge  in  excess  of  26  cents  a  month, 
and  where  it  ia  an  increase  that  must  be  first  approved.  Re  Telephone 
Cos.  (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

247.  Maximum  annual  rates  for  switching  rural  telephone  lines  con- 
necting with  town  exchanges  in  South  Dakota  were  fixed  at  $3  per 
instrument  on  lines  having  direct  connection  with  one  exchange  only, 
or  on  lines  up  to  the  first  switch;  $2.25  on  lines  having  direct  con- 
nection with  two  exchanges;  and  $1.50  on  lines  located  beyond  a 
switch  or  second  exchange.  Re  Letcher  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  486. 

7.  Excess  radius  charges. 

248.  A  proposed  excess  telephone  rate  of  $2  pcr-quarter  mile  or  frac- 
tion thereof  beyond  a  village  limits  for  single-party  business  or  resi- 
dence subscribers  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Jackson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
r.U.R.1916A,  225. 

249.  Excels  radius  charges  for  telephone  service  varying  for  one- 
party  lines  from  $7.50  for  the  first  quarter  mile  to  $108  for  the  twelfth  , 
quarter  mile,  for  two-party  lines  from  $3.75  for  the  first  quarter  mile  to 
$54  for  the  twelfth  quarter  mile,  and  for  four-party  lines  from  $1.88 
for  the  first  quarter  mile  to  $27  for  the  twelfth  quarter  mile,  were  held 
excessive,  being  out  of  proportion  to  the  increased  cost  incurred  by  rea- 
son of  such  excess  mileage.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  1020. 

8.  Rates  on  physical  connection, 

250.  As  a  condition  of  ordering  physical  connection  between  a  county 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


382  RATES,  VUI.  k,  9— m,  1. 

mutual  exchange  and  a  city  commercial  exchange,  the  mntuai  telephone 
was  required  to  pay  $3  a  year  where  unlimited  communication  is  given 
with  over  2,000  telephones  and  such  rate  has  been  paid  for  years  by 
other  private  telephones  connected  with  the  city  exchange,  although  the 
city  company  will  not  furnish  intercommunication  between  the  mutual 
lines.  Com.  ex  rel.  Augusta  County  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Staunton  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Va.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  1061. 

9.  Portable  telephones, 

251.  An  additional  charge  for  portable  telephones  will  not  be  per- 
mitted where  rates  have  been  fixed  by  the  Commission  upon  considera- 
tion of  the  subscribers'  right  to  elect  between  the  wall  and  portable 
types.    Re  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  679. 

I.  Warehouses. 

262.  A  slightly  higher  rate  was  authorized  for  the  storage  of  rice 
than  for  other  grains,  on  the  ground  that  more  care  has  to  be  exercised 
when  the  rice  received  is  even  slightly  damp  or  green,  and  rice  buyers 
sample  practically  every  sack  before  delivery.  Re  Farmers'  Co-op. 
Union  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  271. 

263.  An  additional  charge  of  70  cents  per  ton  was  allowed  for  stor- 
age of  ''ricked"  or  ''cribbed"  rice,  on  account  of  the  additional  labor 
and  space  required  for  this  form  of  piling.  Re  Farmers'  Co-op.  Union 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  271. 

m.  Water. 

1,  In  general. 

Duty  of  utility  to  furnish  pure  water  supply  before  increasing  rates, 

see  Return,  164. 
Statutes  empowering  towns  to  contract  for  water  supply  as  limiting 

power  of  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Statutes,  3. 

254.  Water  rates  should  be  reduced  where  they  prohibit  a  use  suffi- 
cient for  domestic  purposes,  health,  and  cleanliness.  Donovan  v.  Gold- 
field  ConsoU  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D,  419. 

255.  Inadequate  water  rates  will  not  be  increased  where  additional 
revenue  can  be  obtained  by  extending  the  system,  and  where  the  pro- 
posed rates  are  higher  than  those  generally  charged  in  other  municipali- 
ties.    Board  of  Education  v.  Oram   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916E,  100. 

256.  A  water  company  is  not  responsible  for  the  excessive  cost  of 
water  to  consumers  using  a  continuous  flow  to  prevent  freezing  in  defec- 
tive plumbing.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Carson  Water  Co.  (Nev.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  678. 

257.  Necessary  increases  of  the  revenues  of  water  companies  should 
not  be  provided  for  simply  by  increasing  the  minimiun  charge,  since 
the  burden  should  be  borne  not  only  by  those  using  far  less  than  the 
minimum,  but  also  by  the  larger  consumers.  Re  Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  166. 
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258.  It  ifl  reasonable  for  a  water  company  to  make  separate  or  mul- 
tiple charges  for  water  supplied  to  different  tenants  in  the  same  build- 
ing from  one  set  of  fixtures.  Canton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Water 
Ca   (Pa.)  P.UJ1.19I6B,  704. 

259.  Water  service  to  city  buildings  and  fountains  should  be  sepa- 
rated from  hydrant  service  and  classed  with  commercial  and  industrial 
service.     Smith  t.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

260.  A  blodE  rate  for  water  accomplishes  the  purpose  of  step  rate, 
of  giving  a  decreasing  unit  charge  for  increasing  consumption,  without 
the  discrimiQation  of  a  step  rate,  which  permits  one  consumer  to  pay 
less  than  another  pays  for  a  smaller  consumption.  Re  Litchfield  Water 
Supply  Co.  (lU.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  793. 

261.  A  rate  to  private  consumers  fixed  by  a  contract  between  a  mu- 
nicipality and  a  water  company,  which  provides  also  for  hydrant  and 
street  sprinkling  at  the  public  expense,  is  not  abrogated  by  a  later 
Qcmtract  relating  to  municipal  consumption  alone,  assiuning  that  the 
rule  of  statutory  construction  that  a  later  statute  covering  a  whole 
subject-matter  will  be  deemed  to  repeal  previous  legislation  on  the  sub- 
ject applies  to  contracts.  North  Wildwood  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs. 
P.U.R.1916B,  77   (S.  C.  88  N.  J.  L.  81,  95  Atl.  749). 

262.  A  water  company  was  permitted  to  make  minimum  charges  for 
water  on  a  sliding  scale  varying  according  to  the  rental  value  of  the 
houses  served,  where  each  increase  in  the  minimum  was  accompanied  by 
a  corresponding  increase  in  the  quantity  of  water  allowed  to  be  con- 
sumed, although  the  more  scientific  method  would  be  to  base  the  charge 
on  the  size  of  the  meter.  Re  Washington  County  Water  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  606. 

263.  Payment  for  large  quantities  of  water  used  by  city  buildings 
and  fountains  should  be  made  on  a  meter  basis.  Smith  v.  City  Water 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

2,  Kinds  of  service. 

(a)  Fire  protection, 

264.  A  water  utility  cannot  be  required  to  furnish  free  fire  protec- 
tion service  to  municipal  corporations.  Board  of  Education  v.  Oram 
(N.  J.)    P.U.R.1916E,  100. 

265.  Public  hydrant  charges  should  be  based  on  the  entire  service 
rather  than  on  the  number  of  hydrants.  Smith  v.  City  Water  Co 
(Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

266.  In  fixing  a  water  rate  for  public  fire-protection  service,  the 
readiness  to  serve  and  the  extraordinary  occasional  demand  upon  the 
entire  system  should  be  considered;  but  not  the  regular  output  cost 
where  the  amount  of  water  used  is  practically  negligible.  Thayer  v. 
Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.    (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

267.  The  minimum  charge  for  metered  private  fire  protection  service 
should  be  60  per  cent  greater  tftian  the  regular  rates,  but  the  r^ular 
rates  should  be  charged  for  the  water  actually  used.  Commercial 
Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 
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(h)  Bath  tuba. 

268.  A  water  company's  rule  to  charge  for  bath  tubs  connected  with 
the  waste  pipe,  although  not  connected  with  the  water  sni^ply,  is  rea- 
sonable to  prevent  surreptitious  use.  Walsh  v.  Bristol  &  W.  Water- 
works, P.U.R.1916E,  497   (S.  C.  —  R.  I.  — ,  97  Atl.  798). 

269.  A  water  rate  for  bath  tubs,  in  effect  prior  to  a  franchise  con- 
tract not  to  increase  rates,  is  not  increased  by  a  siibseqnent  rule  to 
charge  that  rate  for  bath  tubs  not  connected  to  the  sttpply  but  con- 
nected with  the  waste  pipe,  and  the  fact  that  the  ooUeotion  of  such 
charge  has  been  waived  in  the  past  is  immaterial.  WaUh,  v.  Bristol  & 
W.  Waterworks,  P.U.R.1916E,  497  <S.  C.  —  R.  1.  — ,  97  Atl.  798). 

(c)  Barber  shops. 

270.  The  proprietor  of  a  barber  shop,  in  order  to  avoid  payment  of 
the  water  rate  for  an  additional  chair,  must  convince  the  utility  that 
the  chair  is  not  used,  or  remove  it.  •  Rendine  v.  Connellsville  Water  Ca 
(Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  785. 

(d)  Flushing  sewers. 

271.  A  Commission  does  not  err  in  not  establishing  a  water  sched- 
ule for  flushing  sewers  where  the  cost  is  spread  over  all  services,  siiico. 
the  expense  should  be  borne  by  all  consumers.  Re  Chillicothe  Gaslight 
&  Water  Co.   (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  particular  schedules. 

272.  A  minimum  monthly  water  charj»e  of  $10,  rather  than  $20,  was 
held  reasonable  for  a  brewery  whose  metered  consumption  varied  from 
$4.25  to  $13.50  per  month.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Carson  Water 
Co.    (Nev.)    P.U.R.1916D,  678. 

273.  Water  charges  of  $1.50  for  1,500  gallons  or  less  per  month,  80 
cents  for  the  next  1,000  gallons,  and  60  cents  for  the  next  1,000,  were 
held  more  equitable  than  $1.60  for  1,000  gallons  or  less  per  month, 
and  60  cents  for  the  next  2,000  gallons.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v. 
Morenci  Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916E,  387. 

274.  For  the  purpose  of  equalizing  charges,  a  water  company  was  au- 
thorized to  fix  a  rate  for  each  bath  tub  in  private  residences  at  10  cents 
a  month,  to  increase  the  rate  for  bath  tubs,  urinals,  and  toilets  in  pub- 
lic places  to  25  cents  per  month,  and  to  charge  a  rental  of  50  cents  per 
month  for  each  fire  hydrant  with  a  minimum  charge  of  $50  a  year,  to 
increase  the  number  of  persons  allowed  to  occupy  a  residence  under  the 
minimum  rate  to  five.  Re  Etna  Development  Co  (Cal.j  P.U.R.1916A, 
134.  y 

275.  A  minimtun  water  charge  of  $48  a  quarter  for  2-inch  pipe  service 
to  a  factory  cannot  be  shown  to  be  unreasonably  high  by  comparison 
with  an  annual  charge  of  $7»000  for  public  service,  or  with  a  minimum 
domestic  charge  of  $5  a  year,  or  with  an  annual  charge  of  $28  for  flra 
protection  hydrants  served  by  4  and  6  inch  pipes,  especially  where  there 
is  no  evidence  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  $28  charge,  where  the  plant 
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return  does  not  exceed  4.44  per  oent^  and  where  the  aveoaipe  bill  to  the 
factory  lor  actual  ooneumption  over  a  period  of  17  quarters  materially 
exceeded  the  minimum.  New  Castle  Bos  Co*  ▼.  New  Castle  Water  Co. 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.l»lftC,  106. 

RATE    gOHCPUIiC 

Pre8UII^)tlon  of  validity  of  rate  schedule  accepted  lor  filing  by  Com- 
mission's bureau  of  rates^  see  j]fiVi»siiOB,  2. 

RATE    STATUTE. 

Exaction  of  minimum  charge  as  violation  of,  see  Itimb,  100-102. 

RATIO. 

Of  operating  costs  to  gross  revenue  as  element  in  rate-making,  see 
Betubn,  36. 

READINESS    TO    SERVE. 

Charging  part  of  operating  expenses  of  water  utility  to,  see  Af- 

PORTIONHSNT,  62. 

Increase  of  water  rates  for  fire  hydrants  to  cover  readiness  to  serve 

costs,  see  Discrimination,  130. 
Right  to  make  minimum  charge  to  meet  cost  of,  see  Rates,  86-102. 
Method  of  increasing  telephone  revenue  to  cover  readiness  to  give 

long  distance  service,  see  Rates,  235. 

READING    METERS. 

Of  gns  meters,  method  of,  see  Sbbviob,  161. 

REAL    ESTATE. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Defbbqiaxion,  86. 

REAPPORTIONMENT. 

Basis  for  reapportioning  telephone  expenses,  see  Afpobtionmext, 
65. 

REASONARLENESS. 

Presiunption  of  reasonableness  of  6  cent  street  railway  fare  so  as 
to  entitle  earning  power  to  consideration  in  valuation,-  see 
Evidence,  3. 

Of  return,  see  Rbtubn. 

Difference  between  reasonableness  and  confiscation  in  return,  see 
Return,  135. 

RECEIVER. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  CcnunssiONS,  42*44. 

Security  issue  to  capitalise  receiver's  daim,  see  Sboueitt  Issues, 
43. 

Allowance  for  going  value  of  utility  in  hands  of  receiver^  see  Valu- 
ation, 390,  391. 
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336  RECONNECTION— REDUCED  RATES. 

Discussioii  of  advisability  ci  having  receiyership  proceediags  of  pub- 
lic utility  propeitieB  handled  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
in  the  case  of  Federal  receiverships  and  by  the  State  Railroad  or  Public 
Service  Commissions  in  the  case  of  state  receiverships,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
491. 

1.  Previous  leave  of  court  is  not  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
proceeding  to  require  railroads  operated  by  receivers  to  fence  the  tracks. 
Colorado  State  Stock  Inspection  Comrs.  v.  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  751. 

RECOHHECTIOV. 

Consumers  to  pay  for,  when,  see  Sebvicb,  118. 

Reconnection  charge  after  cutting  off  service  for  nonpayment  ol 

bills,  see  Payment,  11,  35-37. 
Where  electric  service  haa  been  cut  off  for  misappropriation  of 

electricity,  see  Sebvice,  109. 

RBCON8IGNING    8HIPMEKT. 

Right  of  railroad  to  make  additional  charge  for  diverting  or  recon- 
signing  shipments,  see  Rates,  186. 

RECORDS. 

Sufficiency  of,  for  review,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  13-16. 
Examination  of  record  on  appeal  from  Commission,  see  Appeal  and 

Review,  23. 
Rate  contract  for  telephone  switching  to  be  in  writing  and  filed, 

see  Inte&oobfoeate  Relations,  8. 
Filing  of  records  of  Commission  proceeding  in  enforcing  reparation 

award,  see  Repabation,  36. 
Actual  performance  of  telephone  company,  based  npon  records,  as 

value  for  rate-making  purposes,  see  Valttation,  36. 
Effect  of  absence  of  early  records  in  allowance  for  going  value,  see 

Valuation,  417,  440. 
Ascertainment  of  rainfall  by  use  of  records  of  neighboring  stream, 

see  Valuation,  469. 

Abstract  of  ca^es  dealing  with  keeping  of  record,  Appendix,  P.U.R, 
1916F,  p.  1025. 

REDEMPTION. 

Of  preferred  stock  by  issuance  of  bonds,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  27. 

REDUCED    RATES. 

As  discrimination,  see  Discrimination. 

Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  require  railroads  to  sell  round 

trip  tickets  and  mileage  books  at  reduced  rates,  see  Rates,  27. 
Combination  of  electrical  consumption  by  landlord  and  tenant  to 

secure  reduced  rates  lor  increased  use,  see  RAifes,  38. 
Right  to  reduce  rates  to  meet  competition,  see  Rates,  75,  76. 
For  ^ildren  on  interurban  railway,  see  Raii!S,  162,  109. 
For  children  on  railroad,  see  Rates,  172. 
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REFERBNDUM. 

For  grant  of  framchiae,  see  Va^nohibbs,  9,  I'D. 

HSFUIIB. 

Of  excess  charge,  see  REPJjtATioir% 

REGULATIONS. 

Se«  BUI4E8  AND  BjaSUULTM>B8* 

BEHBABIK6. 

Neoeaeity  of  applicaUon  for  rehearing  of  Commission  order  before 
resort  to  the  courts  see  Appeal  and  Bsview,  10-12. 

Necessity  oi  application  ior  rehearing  of  Commission  order  as  con- 
dition precedent  for  review  by  certiorari,  see  Ckbtiorab%  6. 

Of  valuation  proeeeding,  see  Valuation,  236. 

1.  A  petition  for  rehearing  on  an  order  in  proceedings  initiated 
by  a  utility  must  be  dismissed  if  not  made  before  the  effective  date 
specified  therein,  under  §  66  of  the  California  act,  requiring  such  pe- 
titions to  be  made  before  the  effective  date  of  the  order,  although  filed 
in  compliance  with  §  61a  of  the  statute  providi  j  that  an  order  of  the 
Commission  does  not  take  effect  until  twenty  days  after  service,  since 
the  latter  statute  applies  only  to  orders  in  proceedings  against  a  pub- 
lie  utility,  Clemmons  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916F,  469  (S. 
C.  —  Cal.  — ,  159  Pac.  713.) 

REIiIEI*. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  con- 
tract or  give  relief  in  the  nature  of  a  mandamus,  see  Service; 
189. 

REMEDIES. 

See  also  Cbbtiorabi  ;  l^jwcrtoy;  MAin)AMirs. 

By  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review. 

Application  to  Commission  and  not  suit  in  equity  as  remedy  for 

party  aggrieved  at  railroad  for  change  of  highway  to  eliminate 

grade  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  1. 
Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 

utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 
nent Domain,  3. 
Right  to   injunction   against  operation   of  jitneys   for  failure  to 

secure  license  and  to  furnish  .indemnity  bonds,  see  Ixjuno 

TION,   3. 
Injunction  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  to  reduce  rates  in 

compliance  with  franchise  ordinance,  see  Isjunctio:x,  5, 
Proceedings  by  Commissipn   under  New   York   statute  to  compel 

by  mandamus  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and 

orders,  see  Progedure»  7.. 
Adequate  remedy  at  law  for  recovery  of  overcharge  as  depriving 

Commission  of  right  to  order  reparatijcm,  see  RsPAitATiON,  21 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 22. 
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336  REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES— REORGANIZATION. 

BEMOVAJL     OF     CAUSES. 

1.  An  original  proceeding  in  mandamus  is  not  remorable  from  a 
state  to  a  Federal  court,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  a  *'civil  action'^ 
within  the  meaning  of  the  removal  acts  of  Congress  (act  March  3»  Idll, 
chap.  231,  §  28,  36  Stat,  at  L.  1094,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  I  lOia).  State 
ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  56  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  — ,  164 
Pac.  235). 

2.  A  suit  which  is  ancillary  and  supplemental  to  one  previously 
brought  in  a  state  court,  and  which  is  so  connected  with  the  original 
suit  as  to  form  an  incident  thereto,  and  to  be  substantiftHy  a  cantiau- 
ation  thereof,  cannot  be  removed  into  a  district  court  of  the  United 
States,  imless  the  original  suit  has  been  previovialy  or  may  be  simul- 
taneously removed.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  56 
(—  Kan.  — ,  164  Pac.  236). 

RENEWALS. 

See  KEPAIBS  and  RSPLACEJyUINTS. 

RENTALS. 

Apportionment  of  rent  of  general  offices  used  by  gas  and  electric 

departments,  see  ApposnoiacENT,  66. 
Right  to  charge  meter  rental,  see  Raxbs,  103. 
Allowance  for   rent  of  telephone  exchange  as  operating  expense, 

see  Rettibn,  76. 
Allowance  for,  in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  118,  119. 
Consideration  of  rent  from  property  leased  to  another,  in  valuatioiit 

see  Valuation,  281a. 

RENTAL    VALUE. 

Minimum  charge  for  water  on  sliding  scale  varying  according  to 
rental  value  of  houses  served,  see  Raiss,  262. 

Of  space  as  basis  for  determining  propcnrtion  of  property  used  for 
utility  purposes,  see  Valuation,  254. 

Considered  in  valuation  of  water  power,  see  Valuation,  484. 

RENTED    PROPERTY. 

See  Leased  Propebtt. 

REORGANIZATION. 

/.  In  general,  1—4. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  ^S— 7. 

Issuance  of  securities  upon,  see  Security  Issues,  17,  41. 

Elements  to  be  considered  in  determining  fair  value  of  property  for 

reorganization  purposes,  see  Valuatioic,  35. 
Valuation  on,  see  Valuation,  35. 
Valuation  allowed  in  reorganization  proceeding  not  binding  on  Missouri 

Commission  in  rate  proceeding,  see  Valuation,  118. 
Expenses  for  reorganization  chargeable  to  capital,  see  Valuation,  120. 
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REORGANIZATION,  I.,  II,  339 

Consideration  of  discount  on  boods  in  reoi^gsnifintipn  proosoding,  set 
Valuation,  125. 

Disonssion  of  allowances  for  fees  and  expenses  for  effecting  a  reorganiza- 
tion, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  483. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  reorganization  of  utilities,  Appendix, 
P,U.R.191«F,  p.  980. 

J.  In  general. 

1.  The  Missouri  Commission  will  not  favor  any  plan  of  reorganiza- 
tion of  a  railroad  which  seeks  to  defeat  the  right  of  unsecured  credi- 
tors, although  such  rights  are  not  for  determination  by  the  Commis- 
sion in  the  reorganization  proceedings.  Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
P.UJa.l916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  604.) 

2.  A  reorganization  plan  and  agreement  of  a  railroad  company 
should  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  articles  of  association  or  charter  of 
the  proposed  new  company  in  order  to  make  it  binding  upon  the  com- 
pany and  an  of  the  parties  who  are  or  may  become  interested  therein. 
Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (8.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R. 
664.) 

3.  A  voting  trust  provided  for  in  plans  for  the  reorganization  of 
a  railroad,  the  majority  of  the  members  of  which  represent  the  bond- 
holders rather  than  the  stockholders,  is  opposed  to  the  public  policy  of 
Missouri.  Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo. 
P.  S.  C.  R.  664.) 

4.  A  plan  for  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad  which  is  invalid 
because  providing  for  a  voting  trust,  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
which  represent  the  bondholders  rather  than  the  stockhold^s,  is  not 
made  valid  merely  by  a  change  in  the  personnel  of  the  trustees.  Re 
St.  LouU  iL  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.UJa.l916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo,  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

II.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission, 

5.  In  passing  upon  the  reorganization  of  common  carriers,  the  Mis- 
souri Commission  has  jurisdiction  and  authority  not  only  to  determine 
the  amount  of  capitalization  and  the  fair  value  of  the  property  included 
in  the  reorganization,  but  also  to  determine  whether  the  plan  of  the 
proposed  reorganization  is  against  public  policy.  Re  St.  Louis  k  S.'  F. 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

6.  The  scope  of  the  Missouri  Commission's  inquiry  as  to  a  plan 
of  street  railway  reorganization  under  §  62  of  the  Public  Service  Com- 
mission law  embraces  the  amount  of  capitalization,  the  fair  value  of 
the  property,  and  the  question  whether  the  plan  is  consistent  with 
the  state  Constitution,  laws,  and  public  policy.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  644  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  593). 

7.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  power  to  withhold  approval 
of  a  street  railway  reorganization  plan  unless  provision  is  made  in 
the  plan,  or  by  an  adequate  upset  price  on  foreclosure,  for  payment 
of  nonassenting  holders  who  have  not  deposited  their  securities  with  the 
reorganization  committee.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (S.  C.  3  Mo. 
P.  S.  C.  R.  698). 
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340  REPAIRS  AND  REPLACEMENTS. 

REPAIRS    AND    REPIiAGEMBHTS. 

Duty  to  repair  and  maintain  bridges,  see  Bbidcbs,  1-3. 

Time  of  general  oflBcers  of  water  compejiy  to  be  apportioned  be- 
tween construction  and  replacements,  see  Appobtionment,  61. 

Replacement  of  boilers,  engines,  generators,  switchboards,  etc.^  te 
be  charged  to  depreciation  fund,  see  Depbeciation,  6. 

Allowance  for  depreciation  where  renewals  are  charged  to  main- 
tenance, see  Depreciation^  61. 

Abnormal  expense  for  maintenance  of  way  and  structures  in  single 
year,  to  be  amortized,  see  Return,  32. 

Concentration  of  street  car  inspection  and  light  repair  work,  see 
Return,  52. 

Poor  operating  economy  in  not  repairing,  cleaning,  and  painting 
street  cars,  see  Return,  53. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  54,  55,  57* 
60. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  inspecting  and  repairing  natural  gas  mains 
to  decrease  loss  of  gas,  see  Return,  60. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  issuance  of  securities 
for  maintenance  and  replacements,  see  Security  Issues,  9. 

Repairs  made  by  telephone  subscribers  and  deducting  costs  thereof 
from  rental,  see  Service,  1. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  require  electric  consumers  to  re- 
pair service  lines  connecting  with  transmission  line,  see  Serv- 
lOB,  37. 

Who  to  pay  for  repairs  and  replacements  of  electric  utility  in  rural 
territory,  see  Service,  102. 

Duty  of  water  utility  to  restore  service  oonneotion  installed  at  con- 
sumer's expense  who  agreed  to  keep  it  in  repair,  see  Service, 
141. 

Duty  of  railroad  company  to  rebuild  industrial  spur  track,  see 
Service,  216,  217. 

Policy  of  permitting  telephone  subscribers  to  maintain  part  of  the 
line,  see  Service,  252. 

Consideration  of  expenditures  for  repairs  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 44. 

No  interest  during  construction  on  replacements  made  while  operat- 
ing utility,  see  Valuation,  167. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  cutting  into  pavement  to  repair  mains  and 
install  servioea  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  221. 

Treatment  in  valuation  of  land  held  under  long  term  lease  renew- 
able forever,  see  Valuation,  296,  297. 

Allowance  for  replacements  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 312. 

Annotation  on  maintenance  of  service  connections,  P.U.R.1916£^ 
p.  447. 

Annotation  on  the  maintenance  of  meters,  P.U.R.1916E^  p.  961. 
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REPARATION.  341 

BEPARATIOV. 

J.  When  reparation  is  to  be  nuide,  I'-^IO. 
a.  In  general,  i— ff. 

h.  Neoeeeity  of  shotting  damages,  6^10, 
II,  JurisdicHon,  powers  and  duUes  of  Commission,  ll'~25. 
a.  In  general,  ll^^SO. 

h.  Power  as  affected  by  other  remedy,  21, 
e.  Overcharges  collected  while  rate  order  was  suspended, 
22. 

d.  Befund  of  amtmnts  paid  for  extensions  and  services, 

23,  24. 

e.  Refund  by  consumers,  25. 
III.  Amount  of  reparation,  26,  27. 
IV.  Parties  entitled  to,  28. 

V.  Pleading,  29-31. 
VI.  Procedure,  32—38. 

a.  In  general,  32—36, 

b.  Time  for  filing  claim,  37,  38. 

Statute  providing  for  enforcement  of  reparation  awards,  by  filing  Com- 
mission order  in  the  circuit  court  as  special  or  local  legislation 
regulating  practice  in  the  court,  see  Constitutional  Law,  2. 

Statute  authorizing  Commission  to  award  reparation  as  exercise  of  arbi- 
trary power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  11. 

Validity  of  statute  limiting  evidence  in  court  proceeding  to  enforce 
reparation  award  to  that  heard  before  the  Commission,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  19. 

Enforcement  of  award  of  reparation  as  compelling  carriers  to  make 
a  discrimination  in  violation  of  Kentucky  Constitution,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  22. 

Order  of  Commission  requiring  reparation  which  can  be  enforced  only 
by  a  court  action  as  denial  of  trial  by  jury,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  30. 

Awarding  reparation  as  exercise  of  legislative,  judicial,  and  executive 
powers  in  violation  of  Kentucky  Constitution,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  64,  65. 

Discrimination  in  giving  reparation,  see  Discrimination,  159. 

Right  to  waive  defense  of  statute  of  limitations  for  filing  reparation 
claims,  see  Discrimination,  160. 

Fact  that  rates  collected  was  in  excess  of  rate  fixed  by  Commission  as 
evidence  of  overcharge  upon  shipment  between  same  points  over 
different  route,  see  Evidence,  22. 

State  statute  imposing  penalty  for  failure  to  refund  overcharge  collected 
upon  interstate  shipments  as  conflicting  with  congressional  legis- 
lation, see  Interstate  Commerce,  9. 

Suit  without  injunction,  to  annul  rate  order  as  not  suspending  rate  so 
as  to  defeat  reparation,  see  Orders,  4. 

Refund  of  excess  fares  collected  from  passengers  without  tickets,  see 
Rates,  174,  176. 
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Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.l^l^F,  p.  1026. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  refund  of  excessive  charges  for  elec- 
tricity, irrigation,  freight,  passenger,  and  water  rateft,  P.'U.R.1916E;  p. 
194. 

J.  When  reparati&n  to  to  he  mode. 

a.  In  general, 

1.  A  shipper  neglecting  to  examine  a  railroad  tariff  cannot  recover 
for  loss  sustained  in  furnishing  material  under  a  contract  based  on  a 
lower  rate.  Holbrook  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
1002. 

2.  A  railroad  furnishing  for  its  own  convenience  cars  smaller  than 
those  ordered  by  the  shipper  must,  under  rule  6,  subdiv.  D,  of  Pacific 
Freight  Tariff  Bureau  Exception  sheet  No.  1-D,  refund,  with  interest, 
charges  based  on  the  minimum  carload  weight  of  the  cars  ordered 
in  excess  of  the  actual  weight  of  the  shipment.  Culpepper  v.  Southern 
P.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  473. 

3.  A  railroad  company  advancing  a  minimum  carload  weight,  but 
permitting  the  shipper,  after  he  refuses  to  receive  cars  of  such  weight, 
to  use  smaller  cars  to  which  a  smaller  weight  had  applied,  must  re- 
fund charges  collected  in  excess  of  a  reduced  weight  fixed  by  the  Com- 
mission. iEtna  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (Mich.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  666. 

4.  Under  §  48  of  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  Act,  empowering  the 
Commission  to  allow  reparation  where  the  utility  admits  that  a  rate 
charged  may  be  excessive  or  unreasonable  or  collected  through  error, 
a  railroad  will  not  be  allowed  to  make  any  refund  of  the  published 
tariff  charges  for  two  shipments  in  one  car  merely  because  the  shipper 
intended  that  the  two  shipments  should  be  billed  as  one  so  as  to  take 
the  carload  rate,  but  his  shipping  clerk  billed  the;m  as  separate  ship- 
ments.    Watson  &  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Go.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  381. 

5.  A  water  company  should  reimburse  a  state  for  the  expense  of 
maintenance  and  operation  of  a  booster  pump  installed  to  enable  a  state 
prison  to  obtain  sufficient  water,  except  as  to  the  cost  of  the  operator, 
for  which  the  state  claims  no  reimbursement.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marir 
Water  &  P.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

b.  Necessity  of  showing  damages, 

6.  An  applicant  cannot  obtain  a  refund  of  an  excessive  freight 
charge  without  showiiig  that  he  paid  it  and  thereby  suffered  damage. 
Buerger  Malting  Co.  ,v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
788. 

7.  A  prima  facie  showing  of  damage  in  the  amount  of  excess  freight 
paid  has  been  made  by  a  shipper  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  reparation 
where  it  was  established  that  he  had  opened  forwarding  stations  at 
points  upon  the  railroad  upon  the  strength  of  lower  rates  then  charged, 
that  he  bought  and  paid  for  his  products  at  such  points,  and  that  he 
afterwards  paid  a  higher  rate  thereon  foimd  to  be  unjust  and  unrea- 
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sonsble.    Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.'P.U.R. 
19J6A,  1083  (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  W.  '819). 

8.  Reparation  will  not  be  awarded  to  one  who  has  obtained  an 
asaigniAent  of  the  claim  at  a  nominal  price  for  speculative  purposes, 
since  reparation  is  to  repay  the  person  who  has  suffered  actual  loss. 
Moore  v.  Ray  k  G.  Vall^  R,  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  637. 

9.  A  merehant  is  not  entitled  to  reparation  for  excessive  freiglit 
charges  where  the  selling  price  of  the  goods  was  fixed  by  adding  the 
freight  cfaBrges  and  hia  profit  to  the  cost  price.  Moore  v.  Ray  &  G. 
Valley  R.  Co.  (Aria.)   P.UJR.1916B,  637. 

10.  Bvidenoe  showing  merely  a  reduction  in  rates  for  electric  service 
does  not  justify  tite  conclusion  that  the  prior  rates  constituted  an  im^ 
lawful  charge  warranting  an  order  for  reparation, — assuming  that  the 
Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  order  a  refund.  Rhodcs-Burford  Home 
Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
64&. 

II.  Jurisdiationf  powers  and  dtUies  of  Commission* 

a.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  award 
reparation,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  194. 

11.  The  Xew  Jersey  Commission  has  no  power  to  order  a  refund 
of  money  paid  in  excess  of  a  reasonable  charge  for  service.  Ostend 
Realty  Co.  v.  Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  191. 

12.  The  Arizona  Commission  cannot  order  reparation  on  account  of 
charges  paid  prior  to  the  statute  permitting  it,  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
press provision  to  that  effect.  Moore  v.  Ray  &  G.  Valley  R.  Co.  ( Ariz. ) 
P.U.R.1916B,  637. 

13.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  order  re- 
fund of  past  overcharges  for  electric  service,  irrespective  of  whether 
the  overcharge  results  from  an  excessive  rate  or  from  discrimination, 
and  irrespective  of  whether  a  refund  is  the  main  or  the  ancillary  relief 
demanded,  since  such  an  order  would  be  an  exercise  of  judicial  power 
not  vested  in  the  Commission  by  the  Constitution  or  the  Public  Service 
Commission  law,  and  also  would  violate  the  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
Rhodes-Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1W6B,  645. 

14.  The  Missouri  Commission,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authoi'ity, 
is  without  jurisdiction  to  make  an  award  or  order  for  a  refund  of  over- 
charge for  electric  ^service  which  shall  be  received  as  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  therein  in  any  court  action  to  recover  the  amount. 
Rhodes-Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)    P.U.R.1916B,  645. 

]'}.  Tlie  Missouri  Commission,  in  authorizing  railroads  to  make  in- 
creases in  rates,  has  no.  jurisdiction  to  impose  upon  the  carriers  any 
condition  as  to  the  return  of  overcharges  paid  by  shippers  and  passen- 
gers since  the  enactment  of  statutes  prescribing  maximum  rates.  Re 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

16.  The  Idaho  Commission  has  no  authority  to  order  reparation  for 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


344  REPARATION,  U,  b,  c. 

overcharges  lor  electricity,  ariBing  prior  to  complaint  to  the  Oommiv- 
Bion  and  by  virtue  of  special  contracts  executed  prior  to  the  Publie 
Utilities  law,  since  the  contracts  are  valid  until  annulled  by  the  Com- 
mission. Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  k  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJLJ016A, 
372. 

17.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  has  no  power  to  approve  repara- 
tion agreed  upon  between  the  railroads  and  the  shipper  before  ttie  hear- 
ing of  a  complaint,  where  the  complaint  does  not  ask  for  reparation 
and  there  is  nothing  before  it  which  would  enable  it  to  determine  what 
reparation,  if  any,  ought  to  be  made  as  required  by  §  5  of  article  V. 
of  the  act  of  July  26,  1913,  which  contemplates  a  hearing,  a  determina- 
tion that  the  rates  eharged  were  unjust,  and  a  finding  based  upon  such 
facU.  Pittsburgh  Steel  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  4  L.  E.  R.  Co.  (Pa*)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1080. 

18.  The  •  Louisiana  Commission  is  witiiout  jurisdiction  to  grant  rep- 
aration for  freight  paid  on  brick  tiles  in  excess  of  that  charged  for  other 
clay  products  of  as  great  a  value  and  not  loading  more  heavily,  where 
the  authorized  tariff  was  eharged.  Ford  y.  Louisiana  Soutliern  R.  Co. 
(La.)  P.U.R.1916A,  342. 

19.  Neither  the  Constituti<m,  aor  any  statute,  whether  directly  or  by 
fair  implication,  confers  upon  the  Railroad  Commission  of  Louisiana 
jurisdiction  to  assess  or  award  against  a  railroad  company  damages  al- 
lied to  have  been  sustained  by  a  shipper  or  consignee  by  reason  of  its 
observance  of  a  freight  rate  authorized  by  the  Commission,  but  subse- 
quently declared  to  be  unreasonable.  Whether  such  damages  are  recover- 
able in  an  ordinary  action  in  a  court  is  a  question  which  is  not  involved 
in  this  case.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission  ( P.U.R.1916A, 
334  (S.  C.  137  La.  — ,  69  So.  837). 

20.  A  railroad  must  publish  the  reduced  rate  within  thirty  days 
from  the  date  of  a  shipment  at  an  excessive  rate,  and  not  from  the  date 
of  the  discovery  or  admission  of  the  overcharge,  in  order  to  authorize 
the  Commission  to  permit  reparation,  under  the  amendment  of  1915  to 
$  48  of  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  act  empowering  the  Commission  to 
authorize  reparation  where  the  railroad  admits  the  rate  charged  is  un- 
reasonable, and  has  within  thirty  days  published  the  reduced  rate.  Grif- 
fin &  Bros.  V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  27. 

ft.  Power  as  affected  by  other  remefy, 

21.  The  mere  fact  that,  upon  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  the 
rate  charged  by  the  carrier  was  inapplicable,  the  shipper  had  an  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  overcharge,  does  not  de- 
prive the  Commission  of  the  jurisdiction  granted  by  statute  to  order 
reparation.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Ck).  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1083   (S.  C.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  X.  W.  819). 

c.  Overcharges  collected  while  rate  order  was  suspended. 

22.  The  Ohio  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  proceedings 
to  recover  excess  freight  charges  collected  under  a  rate  schedule  which 
had  been  declared  unreasonable  by  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission, 
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iiotwith«tiindiiig  the  oha)*ge8  had  been  made  after  the  operation  of  such 
order  bad  been  temporarily  suspended  by  the  courts  pending  an  appeal, 
and  prior  to  the  time  it  had  been  sustained  by  the  highest  court  of  the 
state,  and  notMrithstanding  the  railroad  had  given  bonds  eonditioned 
upon  refunding  any  amount  coUeoted  in  excess  of  what  should  be  finally 
determined  as  reasonable.  Mcllfresh  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  {Ohio) 
P.UJ1.1916D,  140. 

<L  Refund  of  aimoufUs  pmid  for  exteneiotm  and  mervices* 

23.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  a  gas 
company  to  refund  payments  for  extensions  made  J)y  consumers  under 
contracts  afterwards  held  unreasonable.  St.  Joseph  v.  St.  Joseph  Gas 
Co.  P.U.R.  1916E,  204   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  515). 

24.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  order 
refund  of  consumers'  payments  for  Installation  of  service  pipes.  Den- 
ning V.  Janesville  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  465. 

e.  Refund  by  consumers. 

25.  Any  right  of  a  utility  to  collect  from  consumers  for  service 
received  free  by  virtue  of  an  ordinance  afterwards  held  unreasonable 
is  in  the  courts,  and  not  through  the  Commission,  where  the  statute 
requiring  the  Commission  to  make  orders  for  refunds  does  not  pro- 
vide for  payment  of  deficiencies  by  consumers.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas 
Light  &  Water  Co.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.IOIOD,  933. 

lU.  Amount  of  reparation. 

26.  A  shipper  is  entitled  to  reparation  in  a  sumf  equal  to  the  dilTer- 
ence  between  a  freight  rate  which  he  has  paid,  and  which  has  been  ad- 
judged unreasonably  high,  and  a  rate  for  the  service  which  has  been  ad- 
judged reasonable.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  1083   (S.  C.  —  S.  B.  — ,  154  N.  W.  819). 

27.  A  moving-picture  theater  may  have  a  refund  of  excess  charges 
for  the  period  since  complaint  was  made,  to  be  based  upon  rates  subse- 
quently fixed  by  the  Conunission,  rather  than  upon  the  schedule  on  file 
at  the  time  the  overcharges  were  made.  Woll  v.  Hullinger  (III.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  880. 

IF.  Parties  entitled  to. 

As  affected  by  fact  that  party  has  suffered  no  damage,  tee  supra,  6-10. 

28.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  who  continues  the  busi- 
ness, but  does  not  adopt  the  assignor's  contract  for  electricity,  is  not 
entitled  to  a  refund  of  the  difference  between  what  he  would  have  paid 
under  the  assignor's  rate  and  what  he  was  obliged  to  pay  under  the 
only  other  filed  rate.  Ordover  v.  Kdison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (N. 
Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1041. 

F.  Pleading. 

29.  Xo  petition  ia  necessary  as  a  basis  of  an  actios  to  enforce  an 
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award  of  reparation  made  by  the  Railroad  Commission  under  §  820, 
Kentucky  Statutes,  providing  that  if  an  award  of  the  Commission  be 
not  satisfied  within  ten  days,  the  chairman  shall  file  a  copy  of  the 
awards,  and  the  evidence  heard  in  the  circuit  court  and  summons 
shall  be  issued  as  in  other  cases.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier 
Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  —,  187  S.  W.  296). 

30.  An  averment  in  a  carrier's  answer  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce 
an  award  of  reparation,  that  it  did  not  have  knowledge  or  information 
upon  which  to  foimd  a  belief  as  to  whether  or  not  the  amount  had 
been  paid  by  the  shipper  or  received  by  it,  was  insuflScient  to  put  such 
matter  in  issue,  since  a  party  cannot  put  in  issue  by  such  a  plea  mat- 
ter necessarily  within  his  own  knowledge.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W. 
296). 

31.  -V  complaint  for  reparation  should  allege  the  unreasonableness 
of  the  charge  and  every  fact  necessary  to  recovery  without  relying 
upon  a  former  decision  in  a  case  in  which  complainant  was  not  a  psrty, 
since  the  Commission  may  consider  the  question  of  reasonableness  or 
any  other  question  passed  upon  by  it  in  another  case.  Moore  v.  Ray 
&  G.  Valley  R.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  637. 

Vl»  Procedure, 
a.  In  general. 

32.  An  order  prescribing  rules  as  to  authorizing  or  awarding  repara- 
tion, with  a  form  of  application  for  authority,  was  adopted  by  the  Colo- 
rado Commission  to  be  effective  November  1,  1916.  Re  Applications  to 
Grant  Informal  Reparation   (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  878. 

33.  Questions  as  to  the  reasonableness  or  confiscatory  character  of 
a  rate  or  as  to  the  arbitrary  conduct  of  the  Commission  in  establishing 
it  are  not  proper  subjects  of  judicial  inquiry  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce 
an  award  of  reparation.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery 
Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

34.  It  is  no  defense  to  a  proceeding  to  enforce  an  award  of  repara- 
tion, that  the  Commission  was  not  justified  in  making  the  award 
upon  the  evidence  offered,  and  it  therefore  acted  arbitrarily,  where  the 
statute  provides  for  a  trial  before  a  jury  upon  the  evidence  pro- 
duced before  the  Commission,  if  it  is  properly  put  in  issue  by  the  de- 
fendant. Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916F,  608  (S.  C.  —  Ky.  —,  187  S.  W.  296). 

35.  In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  an  award  of  reparation,  the  findings 
of  the  Commission  of  the  amount  of  the  award  amounts  to  an  allega- 
tion that  the  carrier  has  received  from  the  shipper  the  amount  of  the 
award  from  extortionate  charges  which  the  shipper  has  paid,  and  the 
carrier's  answer  merely  that  it  did  not  owe  Uie  shipper  the  amount  of 
the  award  or  any  part  of  it  was  but  a  conclusion  of  the  pleader  and 
insufficient  to  form  an  issue.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Dis- 
tillery Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508   (S.  C.  —  Ky.  ^,  187  S.  W.  290). 

36.  In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  an  award  of  reparation,  the  carrier 
cannot  complain  of  the  shipper's  failure  to  file  records  of  proceedings 
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before  the  Commission,  where  it  had  an  equal  opportunity  and  right  to 
have  done  so  and  had  no  right  to  require  the  shipper  to  file  them. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  608 
(S.  C.  —  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296). 

h.  Time  for  filing  claim. 

37.  No  reparation  can  be  had  on  a  claim  filed  more  than  two  years 
after  payment  of  alleged  excessive  charges,  under  a  statute  providing 
that  ''all  complaints  concerning  excessive  or  discriminatory  charges  shall 
be  filed  with  the  Commission  within  two  years  from  the  time  the  cause 
of  action  accrues/'  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  claim  was  filed 
within  six  months  after  the  discovery  of  the  overcharge.  Mills  S.  V.^. 
O.  &  C.  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R,1910B,  734. 

38,  The  provision  of  a  Public  Utilities  act  requiring  a  reparation 
claim  to  be  filed  within  two  years  need  not  be  pleaded  as  a  defense  since 
it  cannot  be  waived.  Mills  S.  V.  0.  &  C.  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co. 
(CaL)   P.U.R.1916B,  734. 

KEPULCEMENTS. 

See  Repaibs  and  Replacements. 

BEPOBTS. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  generally,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  1025. 

Abstract  of  cases  on  reports  of  accidents,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  903. 

BEPRODVOnOK    ooaT. 

Accounting  of  difference  between,  and  accrued  depreciation  of  dis- 
carded equipment,  see  Accounting,  2. 

Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  9,  10. 

Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  fix  rate  base  different  from, 
see  Valuation,  16. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  aid  Ym^vmohkk,  lS^-3d, 
32,  33,  35,  41,  45. 

As  factor  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  41. 

Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  88-113. 

Of  building  up  business,  considered  in  ascertaining  goii^  value,  see 
Valuation,  440-444. 

BEPBOBUCTIOK  COST  I.ESS  BEPBBGIATIOH. 

Definition  of  reproduction  cost  lees  depreciation,  see  Valuation,  11. 
Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  27,  31, 

34,  46-56. 
Original  cost  theory  preferable  to  cost  of  reproduction  new  les» 

depreciation,  see  Valuation,  40. 
Ccmsideraticm  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  27,  31,  34,  40«  41,  46- 

56. 
Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  98-113. 
That  rates  are  not  based  on,  as  affecting  allowance  for  superseded 

property,  see  Valuation,  279. 
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RSS  JtmiOATA. 

See  also  Orders. 

Binding  eifect  of  former  decision  between  different  parties,  see  Ob- 
s,  3. 


RESERVE    FAOIIiITIES. 

Provision  for,  affecting  investment  in  excess  of  present  needs,  see 
Valuation,  262. 

Reserve  steam  plant  unnecessary  after  consolidation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 278. 

RESERVE    FUNDS. 

Depreciation  reserve,  see  Depreciation,  90-94. 
Valuation  of  property  paid  for  out  of  depreciation  reserve  fund,  see 
Valuation,  315-317. 

RESERVOIR. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  reservoir  system  used  jointly  by  water 
and  electric  departments,  see  Apportionment,  75. 

Allowance  for  overhead  expenses  for  reservoirs,  see  Valuation, 
198. 

Right  to  allowance  for  capacity  value  of  reservoirs,  see  Valuation, 
255. 

Allowance  for  site  in  excess  of  present  need,  see  Valuation,  264. 

Consideration  of  reservoir  supplying  few  customers,  see  Valuation, 
291. 

Valuation  of  water  right  from  Federal  permit  to  construct  reser- 
voir, see  Valuation,  480.  I 


RESHIFMEirr. 

See  Shipmibnt. 

RE8IDEHOE    RATES. 

Higher  residence  rate  to  one  exchange  than  to  an  adjoining  ex- 
change as  discrimination,  see  DisoRiifiNATiON,  115. 

Same  rate  for  main  and  party  line  telephone  service* as  tmlawful 
discrimination,  see  Dibcbihi nation,  119. 

Propriety  of  having  a  business  telephone  bear  portion  of  rate  in- 
crease where  residence  rate  is  below  cost  of  service,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 120. 

For  electricity,  see  Rates,  134. 

For  telephones,  see  Rates,  224,  230,  248. 

RE8IDEHOE8. 

Officers  of  mining  company  not  to  be  given  lower  residence  rate» 
than  other  residence  users,  see  Disobihination,  66. 

Separate  classification  of  residence  and  commercial  service,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 81,  82. 

Single  meter  for  residence  and  business  consumption  at  same  prem- 
ises,  see  DisoBOCi nation,  82. 
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Lower  water  rates  for  residenees  than  for  ocpraicraial'  use  as  un- 
lawful discrimination,   see  DiscRrMiXATioif,  124. 

Rate  for  ligliting,  see  JIatbb,  114.  \ 

Electric  rate  fixing  max^aMiu  demand  for  retideiices,  see  Rates  , 
120. 

Vacant  residence  not  included  in  rate  nUnation,  see  Valuation, 

Value  of  land  not  baaed  on  use  for  residential  purposes,  tee  Valu- 
ation, 324. 

BESIDEirrS. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  pQ^lio  good  on  eondition  that  residents  have 
preference  in  service,  see  GEKnriOATB  of  Convenience  and 
NBCESsmr,  2. 

Bl»OKTS. 

Telephone  line  for  use  of  all  persons  at  public  resort  at  public 

utility  under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities, 

29. 
Sewer  rate  for  summer  hotel  at  pleasure  resort,  see  Rates,  206, 

207. 
Demand  rate  for  electricity  preferable  to  meter  rate,  see  Rates, 

131. 
Extension  of  telephone  service  to  summer  resort,  see  Service,  72. 
Consideration  of  valuation  of  resorts  in  valuing  railway  property, 

see  Valuation,  282,  283. 

RESTAURANTS. 

Higher  minimum  water  rates  for,  as  discriminatory,  see  Disobim- 
ination,  127,  128. 

RETROAOTIVE. 

See  also  Statutes. 

Right  to  make  retroactive  reduction  in  rates,  see  Rates,  0. 

RBTURN. 

/.  In  general,  1-^11. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Cofnmission,  12,  IS, 
III.  Revenue  other  than  front  rates  for  service,  14^^10, 
IV.  Return  of  nrnnieipal  plants,  17-^21. 
F.  Allotvances  for  anwrtitation  of  certain  expenses,  22—34. 
a.  In  general,  22-^4. 
I».  Bond  discount  and  other  costs  of  financing,  25. 

c.  Comfnission  expenses,  26. 

d.  Losses  caused  &y  expiration  of  franchise,  ;97— ;9P. 

e.  Value  of  franchise,  SO. 

f.  Abnormal  losses  or  expenses,  SI,  S2. 
g-  Discarded  property,  38,  84, 
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VI.  Operating  eoepenses,  SS^121» 
a.  In  i^entfrsl,  St^-^^O. 
5.  Faotara  to  he  considered  genermU^  dl-^SS* 

1,  Estimates  hy  experts,  41,  49, 

2.  Elements  to  he  considered  in  estimating  future 

expenses,  4S^-45. 
S*  Economy  in  street  railway  operations,  4^—53. 
e.  Expenses  chargeable  to  operation,  54^121. 

1.  Items  chargeahle  to  operation  or  capitat,  64^66, 

2.  Items  otherwise  provided  for,  57—00. 
8,  Miscellaneous  expenses,  01—07. 

4.  Cost  of  commodity,  ^8^-72, 

(a)  By  production,  6S^70. 
(h)  By  purchase,  71,  72, 

5.  Eentals  and  maintenance,  73-70. 
0.  Commission  expenses,  77—30. 

7.  Municipal  ownership  election,  81. 

3.  Legal  expenses,  S2. 

0.  Salaries  and  wages,  83''04, 

(a)   In  general,  33—37. 

(h)   Specific  allowances,   88^94. 

10.  Payments  to  holding  or  parent  company,  9S^90» 

11.  Payments  to  supply  company,  100. 

12.  Insurance,  101,  102. 

13.  Taxes,  103-106. 

14.  Surplus  for  extraordinary  casualties^  107—109. 

15.  Bad  <iccounts,  110—113. 

16.  Loss  of  commodity,   114—117. 

17.  Expenses  for  property  not  used  or  useful,  118^ 

121. 
VII.  Reasonahleneas  of  return,  122—244. 
a.  In  general,  122—124. 
h.  Beasonahleness  of  return  as  a  whole,  125—134. 

1.  In  general,  125—129. 

2.  Reduction  of  reasonable  rate  hecause  whole  re^^ 

turn  is  large,  130,  131. 

3.  Making  one  hranch   hear  hurdens  of  another^ 

132-134. 
e.  Distinction  hetween  unreasonahleness  and  con/teoo- 

tion,  135. 
d.  Factors  to  he  oonsidered,  13^^169^ 

1.  Return  on  fair  value,  13^^150. 

(ay  In  general,  136^141. 

(h)  As  limited  hy  widue  of  service,  142—144. 

io)  As  limited  hy  ehairacter  of  utility,  145, 

(d)  Value  or  cost  as  hasis,  146,  147. 

(e)  Effect  of  overeapUaUsation,   148^150. 

2.  Other  factors  to  he  considered,  ISI'^169. 

•  (a)   In  general,   151^155. 
(h)  Necessity  of  attracting  oapftat,  156-15S. 
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VII.  d,  2 — continyed, 

(c)  Hazards  of  the  ImsineaSf  ISO. 

(d)  EffMencfff   of  ntanagemetU,    160^1€9* 

(e)  Character  of  service,  163,  164» 

(f)  Comparison  of  returns,  16^^ 

(g)  Legal  raie  of  interest,  166. 
(h)  Business  depression,  167. 

(i)  Time  in  life  of  utUity,  168,  169. 
e*  Reasonableness  of  specific  amounts f  160a^^4^ 

1.  Electricity,  169a^l86. 

2.  Gas,  187^193. 

8.  Irrigation,  194^196. 

4.  Interurbmn  raiHcays,   197,   19S* 
6.  Natural  gas,  199^202. 

6.  BaUroads,  203^267. 

7.  Sewers,  208. 

8»  Street  railwaps,  209^^12, 

9.  Telephones,  213''23t. 
10.  Water,  232-^44. 

I.  In  general. 

Apportionment  of  revenues,  see  Appobtionment. 

Purchase  price  In  excess  of  value  to  be  chargeable  to  income,  see  Con- 
solidation, Merger,  and  Sale,  30. 

Denial  of  reasonable  return  as  violation  of  constitutional  rights,  see 
CoNSTiTunoxAL  Law,  14,  14a. 

Utility  stockholders  not  entitled  to  dividends  until  a  proper  deprecia- 
tion reserve  is  set  up,  see  Depreciation,  90. 

Changes  in  rates  producing  inadequate  return  to  eliminate  discrimina- 
tion, see  Rates,  13. 

Requiring  extension  of  service  as  dependent  upon  prospective  return, 
see  Service,  64-80. 

Requiring  guaranty  of,  upon  ordering  extension,  see  Service,  81-85. 

Electric  utility  not  required  to  install  all-night  service  without  pros- 
pects  of  adequate  return,  see  Service,  153. 

Water  utility  to  furnish  pure  water  although  revenues  are  inadequate, 
see  Skrvice,  277,  278. 

Necessity  of  examination  of  theories  of  valuation  in  fixing  rates  for 
utility  receiving  inadequate  return,  see  Valuation,  2. 

Considered  in  using  rate  base  in  municipal  acquisition  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  116. 

Early  return  as  affecting  allowance  for  going  value,  see  Valuation, 
385-445. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  generally,  Appendix, 
P.U.R:1916F,  p.  1029. 

1.  The  state  has  no  interest  in  either  the  gains  or  losses  of  a  util- 
ity in  its  private  enterprises,  since  they  cannot  affect  rates  to  the  pub- 
lic. State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Ca 
P.U.R.1916D,  469  (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  154  Pac.  1110). 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


852  BETURN,  L 

2.  In  investigating  the  rates  of  a  utility,  it  is  desivable  to  know 
what  the  operating  revenues  and  expenses  hsfe  been  for  a  period  of  at 
least*  Hhi^  jears,  sinee  a  study  and  ajuilysis  ol  such  facts  are  important 
factors  in  fixing  rates.  Taylor  ▼.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Ck>.  (Idaho) 
P.UJt.l916A,  372. .    . 

3.  A  railway  will  be  permitted  to  incfeaee  its  fares  to  reduce 
operating  losses,  rather  than  rcftura  to  an  abbre^ted  service,  where  it 
is  not  likely  that  a  lesser  service  is  wanted  or  would  decrease  losses. 
Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Ck).  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1.         .  > 

4.  Tlie  California  Commission  will  not  prevent  a  water  utility 
from  devoting  any  part  of  its  income  to  the  purchase  of  meters  and 
service  connections,  or  to  any  other  capital  investment,  «o  long  as  the 
total  income  is  less  than  6  per  cent  upon  its  investment.  Re  Bell 
Water  Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  lee. 

6.  Interurban  railway  fares  whish  return  far  less  than  operating 
expenses  may  be  increased  in  spite  of  obligations  to  consider  settlers 
along  the  line  and  the  company's  verbal  promises  upon  receiving  its 
charter.    Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

6.  An  amount  received  on  a  division  of  a  through  rate  by  the  initial 
railroad  in  excess  of  its  local  rate  cannot  be  deducted  from  its  reve- 
nue in  rate  making,  where  the  excess  is  based  upon  the  reduction  in  ex- 
pense to  the  subsequent  carriers  in  soliciting  the  traffic,  furnishing  and 
placing  the  cars  for  loading,  and  otherwise  starting  the  shipment.  Re 
Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C. 
R.  1). 

7.  A  city  cannot  require  hydrants  ordered  by  it  put  out  of  serv- 
ice and  stop  payment  of  rentals  thereon,  where  only  a  small  part  of  the 
investment  will  be  recoverable  on  the  removal,  and  where  the  elimina- 
tion will  not  proportionally  reduce  the  hydrant  service  expense.  Smith 
V.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

8.  Sleeping  cars  should  be  credited  with  the  train  fares  collected  . 
from  passengers  occupying  them,  notwithstanding  there  is  room  in  the 
other  cars  for  the  passengers,  since  the  correct  rule  is  to  credit  each 
car  with  its  earnings.     Public  Service  Commission  v.  Chesapeake  &  0. 
R.  Co.   (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  353. 

9.  Noncompensatory  rates,  less  than  those  charged  by  a  competi- 
tor, are  illegal  under  a  statute  prohibiting  inadequate  rates  which  are 
intended  to  or  naturally  tend  to  destroy  competition  or  produce  a 
monopoly  in  the  locality  affected.  Keenan  v.  Northwestern  Teleph. 
Exch.  Co.   (Minn.)   P.U.R.1916F,  193. 

10.  In  determining  whether  the  discontinuance  of  the  sale  of  6  street 
railway  tickets  for  26  cents  should  be  permitted,  the  need  of  addi- 
tional revenue  to  make  public-requirement  outlays  for  paving  and  es- 
pecially for  better  service  should  be  given  more  weight  than  the  loss  of 
revenue  from  automobile  competition  and  adverse  economio  conditions, 
although  the  latter  factors  are  important.  Re  Duluth  Street  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)    P.U.R1916D,  614. 

11.  Revenue  amounting  to  $46,696.06  diverted  from  a-  water  company 
to  an  ice  company,  in  consideration  of  the  latter  paying  for  the  service 
of  a  pump  man,  three  fifths  of  the  fuel  oil  used,  and  small  items  of  mis- 
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ceU«aecNi^  labor,  the  latter  having  n^^  ULvestaieBt  in  Hi^  water  pompany, 
«oi  owning  any  part  of  the  water  Bystem*  on  itself  supplying  the  eus- 
tomer  furnishing  audi  revenue^  must  be  eonsidered  in  ascertaiBing 
whether  the  water  company  has  sufficient  revenue  to  justify  the  expense 
of  necessary  betterments  and  extensions.  Be  Murphy  Water,  Ice  & 
Light  Co.   (CaL)   P.U.R.1916B,  719.  , 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duHes  of  Covtmlmlon. 

Power  of  Minnesota  Commission  to  compel  declaration  of  dividend,  see 
ComnssioNS,  41. 

12.  A  natural  gas  company  operating  without  profit  or  at  a  loss 
will  be  permitted  to  increase  its  rates,  since  it  is  the  duty  of  a  Com- 
mission to  conserve  the  interests  of  the  utility  as  to  income  and  bene- 
fits, quite  as  much  as  to  protect  the  public  as  to  rates  and  service.  Re 
People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.TJ.R.1916A,  349. 

13.  Hie  general  incorporation  statute  providing  that  municipalities 
may  regulate  rates  for  water  except  that  rates  should  not  be  so  low  as  to 
prevent  the  utility  from  realizing  a  net  return  of  10  per  cent  does  not 
prevent  the  Indiana  Commission  from  fixing  rates  that  will  produce  a 
return  less  than  10  per  cent.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Water- 
works Co.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

III.  Revenue  oilier  than  front  rates  for  service. 

14.  Profits  cm  improvements  and  profits  realized  through  the  man- 
agement of  a  utility  by  a  corporation  owning  its  stock  are  a  part  of  the 
utility's  return.  Aldington's  Petition  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  k  E.  L.  Comrs.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  363. 

15.  Revenue  from  the  sale  of  appliances  intended  to  promote  the 
sale  of  gas  shavkl  ba  considered  in  fixing  gas  rates.  Hermann  v.  New- 
town Gas  Co.  (K.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

16.  In  determining  the  actual  cost  of  telephone  switching  service 
for  rate  making,  a  charge  against  patrons  for  directories  must  be 
credited  with  the  profita  of  directory  advertising.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  672. 

IF.  Return  of  municipal  plants. 

17.  Revenue  to  a  municipal  electric  plant  for  street  lighting  should 
be  provided  for  out  of  city  taxes  the  same  as  any  other  obligation.  Re 
Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

18.  A  municipality  operating  an  electric  plant  was  authorized  to 
increase  the  rates  no  more  than  was  necessary  to  meet  operating  -ex- 
penses, where  there  was  no  demand  that  there  should  be  a  return  on 
the  investment.     Re  Fennimore   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

19.  An  allowance  should  be  made  of  an  amount  at  least  sufficient  to 
meet  the  interest  on  construction  bonds  that  remain  outstanding,  in 
estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  municipal  electric  plant.  Re  Fen- 
nimore (Wis.)  P.UJR.1916A,  848. 

*  20.  A  15,000  net  annual  surplus  of  munidpal  waterworks,  having  a 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 23. 
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reproduetion  oott  of  $102,163,  a  reprodnetioii  eost  less  depreciation  of 
$86,681,  and  an  original  cost  less  depreciation  reserve  of  $64,137.40, 
enables  necessary  improvonents  to  be  made,  and  indicates  that  the  rates 
are  not  excessive.     Moran  v.  Portage  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  635. 

21.  In  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  mnnicipal  electric  plant 
an  amount  should  be  allowedi  for  taxes  equal  to  what  the  utility  would 
pay  if  it  were  operated  by  private  persons.  Re  Fennimore  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  8«8. 

F.  Allowances  far  amartixatian  of  certain  expensee* 

a.  In  general. 

Excess  price  over  value  upon  purchase  of  property,  not  to  be  charged 
to  capital  or  operating  expenses,  but  amortized  out  of  income  or 
charged  to  profit  and  loss,  see  Security  Issuss,  40. 

22.  In  investigating  the  rates  of  a  natural  gas  company  a  sum  was 
allowed  to  provide  a  return  upon,  and  an  amortization  of,  the  invest- 
ment in  leases  and  wells.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
331. 

23.  The  difference  between  the  sale  price  of  bonds  and  the  purchase 
price  of  stock  of  another  company  was  ordered  to  be  amortized  from 
earnings.    Re  Montpelier  k  B.  Light  &  P.  GJo.   (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  973. 

24.  The  operating  saving  in  electric  transmission  lines  from  a  cen- 
tral station  over  superseded  steam  generating  plants  should  be  applied 
first  to  the  amortization  of  the  steam  plants,  and  thereafter  divided 
between  the  utility  and  the  consumers.  McClanahan  v.  Tri-County 
Light  &  P.  Ck).  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  187. 

b.  Bond  discount  and  other  easts  of  financing, 

25.  The  Illinois  Ck>mmi88ion  ordered  that  all  discounts,  commissions, 
and  expenses  in  connection  with  the  approval,  issuance,  and  sale  of 
bonds  be  amortized  out  of  income  in  equal  annual  instalments.  Re 
Soutliern  Illinois  Gas   Co.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916C,   704. 

c.  Commission  expenses. 

26.  Expenses  incurred  in  a  rate  case  should  not  be  charged  to  operat- 
ing expenses  of  one  or  two  years,  but  should  be  spread  over  a  period  of 
years.    Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  CJo.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 

d.  Losses  caused  hy  expiration  of  franchise, 

27.  A  utility  using  the  proceeds  realized  from  security  issues  to  ac- 
quire property  which  will  have  no  value  upon  the  expiration  of  the 
franchise  must  provide  an  amortization  fund  which,  with  accruals, 
will  equal  the  amount  of  such  expenditures.  Re  Tllird  Ave.  Bridge  Co. 
(N.  Y.   Ist  Dist.)    P.U.R.1916A,  942. 

28.  A  street  railway  company  having  a  franchise  to  construct 
switdies  and  connections  with  the  tracks  of  another  railway  company 
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must  bear  the  cost  of  conBtruction  and  assume  the  obligation  to  amor- 
tize such  cost  during  the  life  of  the  franchise,  where  by  the  terms  of  the 
franchise  such  connections  revert  to  tiie  city  at  the  expiration  of  the 
franchise,  and  it  cannot  be  relieved  of  such  obligation  by  the  other  rail- 
way company  having  a  perpetual  franchise,  but  having  no  franchise  or 
trackage  ri^^ts  to  construct  such  connections.  Re  Third  Ave.  Bridge 
Co.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916A,  942. 

29.  No  justification  is  shown  for  the  abrogation  of  an  order  requir- 
ing a  utility  having  a  limited  franchise  to  establish  an  amortization 
fund  to  cover  certain  authorized  expenditures  for  assets  that  would 
expire  with  the  franchise,  by  the  fact  that  a  large  amount  was  expended 
for  tracks,  switches,  and  other  connections  with  lines  of  intersecting 
companies  having  perpetual  franchises,  and  that  such  property  would 
be  of  value  to  them,  where,  by  the  terms  of  the  franchise,  the  tracks 
and  connections  would  revert  to  the  city  without  eompensation.  Re 
Third  Ave.  Bridge  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.UJU916A,  942. 

e.  Value  of  franchise, 

30.  A  utility  is  not  entitled  to  amortize  the  value  of  its  franchise, 
where  it  had  been  given  by  the  public  without  receiving  valuable  con- 
sideration therefor.  Roundup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  393. 

/.  A1h%armal  losBee  or  eocpenaee. 

31.  A  substantial  fire  loss  and  an  appraisal  expense  should  be  liqui- 
dated  during  a  series  of  years,  and  not  charged  to  the  operating  expense 
of  any  one  year.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  k  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  445. 

32.  An  abnormal  expense  for  maintenance  of  way  and  structures  in 
a  single  year  should  not  be  charged  to  operating  expenses  for  that 
year,  but  should  be  distributed  over  a  larger  period,  in  determining 
the  amount  of  operating  expenses  in  a  railroad  rate  inquiry.  Re  Rates 
Aiissouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 


g.  Discarded  property, 

33.  Payments  to  consumers  for  direct  current  motor  equipment 
made  useless  by  the  substitution  of  alternating  current  service  should 
be  held  in  a  suspense  account  and  amortized  over  a  period  not  to 
exceed  ten  years,  since  the  payments  cannot  be  charged  to  the  perma- 
ment  capital  account.  Jackman  t.  JanesviUe  Electric  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  400. 

34.  The  difference  between  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  and  the 
accrued  depreciation,  less  the  junk  value,  of  discarded  equipment  of 
an  electrical  utility,  should  be  amortized  by  equal  annual  allowances 
running  through  the  life  of  the  franchise,  rather  than  through  the 
shorter  estimated  life  of  the  equipment.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 
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.  VI*  Operating  expenses. 

.    /  a.  In  general. 

Expenses  to  be  amortized  rather  tfaaii  charged  to  operating  expenses  for 
single  year,  see  supra,  22-34. 

Expense  of  operating  railroad  as  not  dependent  upon  number  of  passen- 
gers, see  Rates,  169. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  operating  expenses,  see  Secumty  Issues, 
32,  33. 

35.  A  public  servioA  company  should  .be  allowed  only  such  operatr 
i^g  expenses  as  are  reasonaj^ly  necessary  for  the  efficient  performance 
of  its  duty.    Be  Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  725. 

36.  The  ratio  oi  operating  costs  to  gross  re\*enues,  if  used  at  all  as 
an  ^Iftmmt  in  vate  making,  should  be  lor  a  term  of  years^  rather  than 
for  a  single  year. ,  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  627. 

37.  Interest  on  unfunded  debt  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  re- 
turn, rather  than  as  an  operating  expense,  in  a  rate  proceeding.  Re 
Rates  Missouri  Southern^  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S. 
C.  R.  1).  ' 

38.  Expenses  ii^  the  sale  of  gas  that  have  increased  disproportion- 
ately to  sales  will  not  be  allowed  in  fixing  operating  expenses  in  rate 
making.    Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

39.  A  rural  multi-party  line,  rather  than  each  telephone  thereon, 
should  be  considered  as  the  unit  in  determining  the  average  cost  per 
station  for  exehange  operation  and  maintenance  of  exchange  equipment. 
I^mbert  ▼.  Kbrthem  Idaho  &  M.  Power  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916C,  145. 

40.  A  railroad  will  not  be  required  to  discontinue  a  nonpaying  line 
to  decrease  general  operating  losses  where  the  upkeep  of  the  line  is  so 
small  that  very  little  saving  would  result  from  its  abandonment.  Be 
San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

b.  Factors  to  he  considered  generally, 

t*  Bstinhates  hy  experte, 

41.  Estimates  by  experts  of  the  cost  of  hauling  a  commodity,  al- 
though only  approximate,  are  of  value  in  a  rate  proceeding,  since  it  is 
difficult  if  not  impossible  to  figure  with  certainty  the  exact  cost  of 
transporting  any  single  commodity.  District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y. 
R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

42.  Figures  by  an  expert  accountant  to  show  the  cost  of  transport- 
ing coal,  which  are  somewhat  higher  than  the  rate  for  hauling  foreign 
coal  in  foreign  cars,  which  latter  rate  is  sufficient  to  pay  more  than 
the  "out  of  pocket  cost,"  may  be  taken  as  correct,  although  the  rail- 
road's auditor  figured  the  actual  cost  at  approximately  50  per  cent 
more.    District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E.  627. 
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2>  Elements  te  te  conM^red  in  esUrndttng  future  expenses. 

43.  The  future  operating  expcmies  of  atelepbcme  ajBtem  cannot  be 
CBtimated  from  the  ezpenBes  during  a  reconstruction  period,  although 
th^y  may  be  considered.  Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co,  (S.  D.)  P.U.Ra916D, 
603. 

44.  In  estimating  the  future  operating  expenses  of  an  electric 
utility,  consideration  was  given  to  changes  in  the  station  load  result- 
ing from  street  lights  not  burning  all  the  night,  discontinuance  of  saloon 
lighting,  and  increased  power  consumption.  Bly  v.  Winslow  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

45.  In  estimating  the  compensation  for  hauling  a  sleeping  car  re- 
ceiTed  from  a  connecting  carrier,  consideration  must  be  given  to  the 
amount  saved  by  avoiding  transfer  of  passengers  by  taxicabe,  which 
costs  the  railroad  25  cents  per  passenger.  Public  Service  Commission 
V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.   (VV.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  353. 

S,  Economy  in  street  railway  operation, 

46.  A  street  railway  may  reduce  operating  expenses  by  increasing 
the  average  speed  of  its  cars.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service 
Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

47.  The  semiconvertible  street  car  should  be  substituted  for  the 
open  street  car,  as  it  is  far  more  economical  and  can  be  made  nearly  as 
attractive  to  patrons.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

48.  The  use  of  old  and  diversified  types  of  street  cars  requires  im- 
usually  high  expenditures  for  maintenance  of  equipment.  Bay  State 
Rate  Case    (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)    P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

49.  The  use  of  fare  boxes  on  street  cars  tends  materially  to  in- 
crease revenue.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  221. 

50.  The  use  of  trailer  cars  rather  than  the  use  of  a  number  of  regu- 
lar street  cars  on  the  same  running  time  reduces  operating  expenses. 
Bay  State  Rate  Case   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

51.  Street  cars  operated  by  one  man  may  probably  be  used  to  ad- 
vantage in  some  instances.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service 
Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

52.  Street-car  inspection  and  light  repair  work  should  be  concen- 
trated rather  than  carried  on  in  a  large  number  of  car  houses.  Bay 
State  Rate  Case    (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)    P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

53.  Failure,  to  make  adequate  repairs  and  to  clean  and  paint  street 
cars  is  poor  operating  economy,  having  a  bad  effect  upon  the  patrons, 
and  upon  the  general  attitude  of  the  public  and  the  company's  em- 
ployees. Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  221. 

o.  Expenses  chargeable  to  operation, 

1,  Items  chargeable  to  operation  or  capital. 
Items  and  expenses  chargeable  to  capital,  see  Valuation,  224-242. 
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Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  operating  expense  of  steamboat,  Ap- 
pendix, P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1030. 

64.  Expenditures  for  repairs  and  maintenance  are  a  part  of  the 
operating  expense  to  be  provided  for  in  fixing  the  return,  and  are  not 
to  be  capitalized,  since  extensions,  additions,  and  betterments  alone  con- 
stitute proper  basis  for  increase  in  capital, — ^replacements  being  pi'o- 
vided  for  through  allowance  for  a  depreciation  fund.  Eshclman  y. 
Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  488. 

66.  Replacements  and  property  discarded  upon  electrifying  and  im- 
proving a  horse  railway  should  be  deducted  from  the  expenditures,  in 
determining  what  part  thereof  are  capital  charges  against  which  bonds 
may  be  isued.  Re  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  651. 

56.  Unpaid  interest  on  certificates  of  indebtedness  issued  against  in- 
vestment from  surplus  earnings,  unpaid  interest  on  notes  for  money 
supplied  in  electrifying  and  improving  a  horse  railway,  and  paving, 
tort,  and  supply  claims,  are  operating  charges,  and  not  capital  charges 
against  which  refunding  bonds  may  be  issued.  Re  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  k 
B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.I5.R.1916D,.  651. 

2.  Items  otherwise  provided  for. 

57.  Items  of  replacement  should  be  deducted  from  '^maintenance'* 
in  a  statement  of  operating  expenses,  where  they  were  allowed  for  in 
the  annual  depreciation  reserve  fund.  La  Junta  v.  Arkansas  Valley  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

58.  Charges  for  items  of  depreciation  in  an  operating  expense  ac- 
count are  to  be  excluded  in  determining  the  net  operating  expenses  for 
rate  making  where  depreciation  as  a  whole  is  adequately  covered  by 
the  annual  allowance  therefor.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  E. 
Co.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

69.  Amounts  whidi  have  been  included  in  the  appraisal  upon  which 
a  public  service  company's  returns  are  computed  cannot  be  included 
in  the  annual  operating  expenses  for  rate  making.  Re  San  Gabriel 
Valley  Water  Co.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

60.  Only  a  relatively  small  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  cost 
of  inspecting  and  repairing  natural  gas  mains  in  order  to  decrease  the 
loss  of  gas,  where  the  Commission  has  made  a  liberal  allowance  for 
the  loss,  in  estimating  the  amount  of  gas  necessary  for  the  utility  to 
purchase.     Re  West  Side  Gas  Co.   (Cal,)   P.U.R.1916A,  276. 

3*  Miscellaneous  expenses, 

61.  The  amount  of  a  fine  and  costs  for  discrimination,  debts  extin- 
guished through  surplus,  and  a  bond  discount,  are  not  a  continuing 
expense  that  can  be  included  in  fixing  coal  rates.  District  No.  6  v. 
Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  627. 

62.  The  cost  of  highway  improvements  which  are  only  incidental  to 
street  railway  operation  may  be  allowed  as  an  operating  expense  in 
rate  making.     Re  Hewitt    (Conn.)    P.U.R.1916D,  764. 

63.  The  expense  of  maintaining  a  booster  pump,  to  enable  a  state 
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prison  io  obUim  ndBeient  water,  should  Im  borne  hj  the  water  com- 
pany, and  not  the  state.  Saa  Ansdmo  y.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1»1«F,  782. 

64.  The  cost  of  ooal  for  keeping  np  steam  as  a  precaution  against 
failure  of  water  power  in  generating  electricity  dionld  be  charged  to 
water  power,  and  not  to  steam  production.  Re  Grafton  County  Elee- 
tric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

65.  A  per  diem  charge  per  car  for  all  cars  accepted  by  a  shipper  as 
being  continuously  subject  to  his  order,  and  not  otherwise  used  by  the 
railroad,  may  be  included  in  the  expense  of  hauling  a  commodity  al- 
though only  a  part  of  the  cars  are  used  each  day.  JStna  Portland  Ce- 
ment Co.  V.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916D,  666. 

66.  In  estimating  the  expenses  of  rural  telephone  lines,  an  allowance 
for  general  and  miscellaneous  expenses  of  10  per  cent  of  all  expenses 
including  depreciation  and  excluding  interest  on  the  investment  was  held 
excessive.  Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
364. 

67.  In  determining  the  amount  of  water  available  for  revenue  con- 
sumers in  a  rate  proceeding,  water  used  for  public  purposes  was  de- 
ducted on  tiie  assumption  that  the  furnishing  of  such  water  is  an  ex- 
pense borne  by  the  utility  and  is  a  beneficial  service  to  the  city  and 
the  inhabitants.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  933. 

4.  Co9t  of  commodity, 

(a)  By  production. 

68.  An  anticipated  saving  from  making  coal  gas  instead  of  water 
gas  should  be  considered  in  fixing  a  rate-making  allowance  for  the  cost 
of  producing  gas.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  k  E.  Ca  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  281. 

69.  In  fixing  the  cost  of  producing  gas  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  com- 
parison may  be  made  with  the  costs  in  other  cities  of  an  approximate 
size,  although  such  comparison  is  not  controlling.  Springfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

70.  The  average  expense  per  1,000  cubic  feet  for  producing  gas  dur- 
ing a  period  of  five  years,  rather  than  a  higher  cost  in  the  later  years, 
was  adopted  as  a  standard  of  cost  in  ascertaining  the  operating  ex- 
penses, in  view  of  the  fact  that  ^he  unit  cost  should  not  increase  when 
there  is  a  steady  increase  in  production  and  sales.  Commercial  Club 
v.  Citi25ens'  Gas  &  F.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

fb)  By  purchase, 

71.  The  reasonableness  of  the  price  for  gas  paid  by  a  mere  paper 
distributing  company  to  the  parent  holding  company  may  be  consid- 
ered in  fixing  rates  for  the  distributer  although  the  parent  company 
is  not  a  formal  party  to  the  proceeding*  especially  where  the  former 
voluntarily  attempts  to  prove  such  reasonableness.  Hermann  y.  New- 
town Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  825. 
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72.  In  eetimirting  tbe  opbratliig  expenses  of  an  electric  plMt  wbich 
uses  the  tutplns  water  power  of  a  mill  and  is  operated  as  an*  incident 
thereto,  no  charge  need  be  made  to  the  electrical  department  for  the 
power  where  the  remainder  of  the  gross  revenue,  aftor  allowing 'for 
all  other  expenses,  is  considered  as  the  return  on  the  hydraulic  works 
and  water  power  Tatoe.  Re  l^ensviile  light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJC. 
1916E,  1098. 

5*  Btffttols  und  maintenance* 

73.  Sums  necessarily  expended  for  acquiring  and  holding  natural 
gas  leases  upon  a  sufficient  amount  of  territory  to  meet  present  and 
reasonable  future  demands  were  allowed  as  operating  expenses  where  it 
was  difficult  to  value  the  leases.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co,  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

74.  The  sum  of  $700,  and  not  $216,  was  held  a  fair  finnual  operating 
expense  for  the  rent  of  gas  office  furniture  and  fixtures  valued  at  $7,037. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  K.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R,1916C,  281. 

75.  In  estimating  the  operating  costs  of  a  telephone  exchange  in 
fixing  a  switching  rate,  an  allowance  of  $1  per  month  for  maintenance 
and  rental  of  each  circuit  from  city  limits  to  central  office  was  held 
reasonable.     Re  Lancoln  Teleph.  ^  Teleg.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.r.R.1916D,  572. 

76.  Annual  expenditures  of  $43  for  light,  heat,  and  power,  and  $96 
for  rent  of  a  telephone  exchange  located  in  one  room  of  the  owner's 
dwelling,  the  whole  of  which  would  rent  for  .$120  a  year,  are  unrea- 
sonable.   Re  Langdon  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  643. 

0.  Commission  expenses. 

Amortization  of  Commission  expenses  in  rate  proceeding,  see  supra,  36. 

77.  A  utility  is  required  in  Indiana  to  reimburse  the  state  for  Com- 
mission expenses  in  a  rate  proceeding.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  k 
Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445;  Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light 
Oo.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

78.  A  reasonable  allowance  should  be  made  for  expenditures  for  em- 
ployment of  attorneys  and  engineers  to  defend  proceedings  before  the 
Commission.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Watenvorks  Co.  (ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

79.  No  allowance  will  be  made  for  extraordinary  utility  expenses 
incurred  in  a  rate-making  proceeding,  where  the  company  has  been 
compensated  by  excessive  rates  since  its  rates  were  questioned.  Spring- 
field V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

80.  The  cost  to  a  utility  of  an  investigation  of  its  rates  by  a  Com- 
mission will  not  be  allowed  sa  an  operating  expense,  where  it  can  be 
met  out  of  excessive  earnings  of  the  last  year,  and  there  will  be  no 
occasion  for  any  great  expense  of  such  a  'character  in  the  future. 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

7.  Municipal  ownership  election, 

81.  Municipal  ownership  election  expenses  of  a  privately  owned  util- 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


RETURN,  VI.  c,  8,  9.  361 

ity  are  »  proper  •perating^  charge.    La  Junta  t.  Arkansas  Valley  R 
Light  &  P.  Co.    (Ook).)    F.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

S^  Legal  tocpen&es* 

82.  Expenses  of  annual  meeting  and  expenses  incurred  in  defending 
litigation  are  operating  expenses,  and  not  properly  chargeable  to  capital 
account.    Be  Third  Ave.  Bridge  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  942. 

P.  Salaries  and  wages. 

(a)  In  general, 

88.  In  ascertaining  the  operating  expense  of  an  electric  utility,  an 
allowance  should  he  made  for  the  time  necessary  for  keeping  the  books 
and  making  out  bills.    Will  v.  HuUinger  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  880. 

84.  No  allowance  was  made  for  a  salary  of  the  secretary  of  a  nat- 
ural gas  company,  in  estimating  its  operating  expenses,  where  the 
manager  or  one  of  the  other  employees  could  easily  perform  the  duties, 
it  appearing  that  there  were  less  than  700  consumers,  and  that  a  col- 
lector and  a  bookkeeper  or  clerk  were  employed  in  addition  to  a  general 
manager.    Re  West  Side  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  276. 

85.  An  annual  allowance  of  $1,000  was  found  to  be  reasonable  for 
general  management  and  the  keeping  of  the  books  of  a  water  utility 
valued  for  rate  making  at  $150,000.  Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co. 
(Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

86.  The  sum  of  $2,000,  rather  than  $6,000,  is  an  adequate  allow- 
ance for  salaries  of  general  officers  of  a  holding  company,  as  an  operat- 
ing expense  to  the  subsidiary,  it  appearing  that  the  total  operating 
expense,  exclusive  of  taxes,  will  be  $24,401.74,  that  the  expense  for  gen- 
eral officers  is  eoiehisive  of  all  plant  operation  except  some  supervision 
by  one  officer  and  the  bookkeeping  necessary  to  render  reports  to  the 
holding  company,  and  that  no  larger  amounts  are  allowed  in  comparable 
operations  of  other  companies.  Mangum  y.  Mangum  Electric  Co. 
(Okla.)    P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

87.  The  sum  of  $40,000  per  year  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
president,  general  manager,  and  attorney  of  a  natural  gas  company  was 
held  to  be  ample,  where  the  property  was  valued  at  $7,376,618.65  and 
yielded  a  net  income  of  $960,058.14.  .  Landon  v.  Lawrencse  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  331. 

(h)  Specific  allatcances. 

88.  The  payment  by  a  natural  gas  company  of  $360  per  year  for  fees 
to  its  three  directors  was  held  excessive,  and  only  $30  per  year  was 
allowed  for  such  fees,  in  estimating  operating  expenses,  where  there 
were  only  three  stockholders,  each  of  whom  was  a  director,  including 
the  manager,  who  received  a  salary  in  such  capacity.  Re  West  Side 
Qae  Co.   (CaL)    P.U.R.1916A,  276. 

89.  A  salary  of  $600  a  year  was  held  ample  for  a  warehouse  presi- 
dent and  manager  devoting  only  one  foortii  of  his  time  to  the  busi- 
ncMy  wlMte  the  property  was  valued  at  a  little  over  $25,000,  and  the 
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other  l^itinutte  operating  expenses  amoonted  to  some^ing  o^er  $3,000 
a  year.     Re  Farmers  Co-op.  Union  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  271. 

90.  An  annual  salary  of  $900  is  excessive  for  one  devoting  only  part 
of  his  time  to  the  management  of  a  telephone  utility  which  owns  the 
telephones  and  equipment  of  only  116  subscribers,  76  miles  of  local 
lines,  and  22  miles  of  toll  line..  Re  Langdon  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  643. 

91.  Upon  an  application  to  increase  water  rates  it  was  held  that  a 
manager  drawing  a  salary  of  $900  per  year  could  do  the  work  of  a  col- 
lector at  $90  per  year  and  a  bookkeeper  at  $100  per  year,  and  that  the 
payment  to  seven  directors  of  $4  each  for  monthly  meetings  should  be 
reduced  to  $56  per  year  where  the  company  supplied  only  a  town  of  a 
few  hundred  inhabitants  and  its  total  gross  income  was  less  than  $4,000 
per  year.    Re  Etna  Development  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  134. 

92.  A  salary  of  $3,600  per  year  to  the  manager  of  a  natural  gas 
company  was  held  excessive,  and  a  salary  of  only  $2,700  pier  year  was 
allowed  in  estimating  operating  expenses,  where  the  business  was  de- 
creasing and  the  total  revenue  would  not  exceed  $25,000  per  year.  Re 
West  Side  Gas  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  276. 

93.  A  payment  of  $7,000  to  an  engineering  company  for  one  year's 
service  as  engineer  and  purchasing  agent  for  a  gas  company  whose  ex- 
pense for  producing  gas  was  $168,412  was  held  excessive  where  the 
utility's  manager  devoted  his  entire  time  to  the  business.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Citizens'  Gas  k  Fuel  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

94.  A  salary  of  $8,400  for  the  president  and  general  manager  of  a 
telephone  system  valued  at  $81,251.48  for  rate  making  was  held  ex- 
orbitant, and  an  allowance  of  $6,000  per  annum  was  held  ample.  Cceur 
lyAlene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916C,  438. 

10.  Payments  to  holding  or  parent  company. 

Salaries  of  general  officers  of  a  holding  company  as  an  operating  ex- 
pense of  a  subsidiary  company,  see  supra,  86. 

95.  An  operating  electric  company  is  justified  in  paying  a  holding 
company  2  per  cent  of  its  gross  sales  for  general  supervision  expense, 
where  the  management  of  the  utility  has  been  excellent  and  the  general 
operating  expenses  have  been  reduced  without  impairment  of  the  serv- 
ice. Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.  1916C, 
464,  rehearing  in  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

96.  A  payment  of  3  per  cent  of  the  gross  sales  of  a  utility  to  its 
holding  company  to  cover  general  supervision  expenses  was  not  allowed 
as  an  operating  expense,  where  the  surcharge  had  not  benefited  the  con- 
sumer sufficiently  to  be  reflected  by  any  lowered  rates.  Belleville  v.  St. 
Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

97.  A  charge  against  an  operating  teleph(me  company  by  holding 
company  for  services  is  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable  by  the  mere  fact 
of  the  community  of  ownership.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

98.  A  4^  per  c^it  diarge  made  by  the  American  Telephone  k  Tele- 
graph  Company,  a  holding  company,  to  the  Wisconsin  Telephone  Corn- 
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pany,  an  operating  company,  amounting  to  $1.46  per  phone  and  cover- 
ing TariouB  engineering,  accounting,  l^gal,  and  otiier  seryicee,  and  all 
paymenta  for  instruments  furnished  to  the  Wisoonsin  Telephone  Com- 
pany, and  for  a  reserve  stock  of  instmmeats  for  storeroom  purposes 
not  in  excess  of  3  per  cent  of  the  total  amount  of  instruments  fumifthed, 
while  criticized  as  to  the  last-mentioned  item  and  as  to  other  minor 
details,  was  held  to  be  reasoaahle  as  a  whole,  and  not  to  contain  errors 
sufficient  to  affect  a  rate  schedule.  Bogart  t.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Ca 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1W6C,  1020. 

99.  A  subsidiary  telephone  cfHupany's  annual  payment  of  4^  per 
cent  of  gross  earnings  to  the  parent  company,  in  return  for  the  cost  of 
promotion  and  financing,  lease  of  instruments,  patent  protection,  and 
peculiarly  valuable  executive  and  management  services,  was  held  a 
propter  operating  expense.  Re  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.lt.l916C,  925. 

11,  Payments  to  supply  company* 

100.  An  agreement  of  a  telephone  company  with  a  supply  company 
by  which  the  latter  receives  a  certain  percentage,  above  actual  cost  of 
materials,  for  carrying  charges,  does  not  necessarily  operate  to  burden 
the  telephone  company  with  excessive  maintenance  costs  or  with  abnor- 
mal construction  charges,  since  it  is  reasonable  that  the  supply  com- 
pany should  be  compensated  for  carrying  stock  for  the  reUef  of  a 
telephone  company;  and  the  question  is  not  material  in  a  rate  inquiry 
where,  if  the  entire  charge  were  eliminated,  the  effect  of  the  reduction 
would  be  negligible.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1020. 

12.  Inmtrant^e, 

101.  Insurance  is  a  proper  operating  expense  of  an  electrical  utility. 
Woll  V.  Hullinger   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

102.  An  allowance  of  $20,000  for  fire  insurance  and  $17,3.')0  for  casu- 
alty Insurance  was  made  for  an  electric  utility  having  demand  and 
energy  costs  of  $4,783,313  and  capital  investment  of  $25,470,617.  Mona- 
han  V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

13.  Taxes. 

103.  Estimated  taxes  on  property  acquired  since  the  last  tax  assess- 
ment should  be  included  in  ascertaining  a  utility's  operating  expenses. 
Re  Webster  Telephone  Co.   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  603. 

104.  In  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  utility,  no  allowance 
sliould  be  made  for  future  taxes  on  the  basis  of  a  past  valuation  for 
taxation  in  excess  of  a  present  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes, 
where  the  latter  has  been  fixed  on  a  scientific  plan,  since  in  such  a  case 
the  value  for  taxation  should  not  exceed  the  value  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, even  if  tiie  property  is  assessed  at  its  full  value.  Taylor  v.  North- 
west Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

106.  Taxes  upon  money  on  hand  before  distribution  to  creditors  and 
unusual  receivership  ^cpenses  should  not  be  considered  in  estimating 
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the  future  operating  ezpeuBes  of  a  utility.    Landon  ▼.  Lawrence  (Kan.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

106.  Taxes  paid  on  nonoperative  property  cannot  be  allowed  aa  an 
operating  expense  in  a  rate  oaae.  San  Aneelmo  y.  Marin  Water  k  P.  Co. 
(CaL)  P.UJR.1916F,  782. 

14.  SurpiuB  for  extraordinary  caauoieiea. 

107.  In  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  water  company  for 
rate  making,  the  fact  that  extraordinary  expenses  caused  by  a  flood 
will  not  recur  every  year  should  be  taken  into  consideration.  Re  San 
Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.  (CaL)  P,U.R.1916B,  805. 

108.  An  electric  utility  is  not  entitled  in  its  return  to  a  specific  al- 
lowance to  be  set  aside  annually  as  protection  against  extraordinary 
future  accidents.  Re  Colorado  Springs  light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

109.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  allowed  a  rate  of  return  to  pro- 
vide a  surplus  as  protection  against  future  extraordinary  casualties 
such  as  tornadoes  and  floods,  where  such  losses  may  be  guarded  against 
by  insurance,  and  it  appears  that  the  utility  is  already  paying  into  a 
fund  of  the  parent-holding  company  an  annual  percentage  supposed  to 
cover  casualties  of  dep^ident  companies,  that  such  casualties  have  been 
met  by  emergency  expenditures  distributed  in  operating  accounts,  and 
that  the  recurrence  of  the  casualties  is  only  remotely  possible.  Belle- 
ville V.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

15.  Bad  <wcountS4 

110.  A  public  service  company  cannot  be  permitted  to  charge  con- 
sumers who  have  paid  their  bills  an  increased  rate  because  of  the  com- 
pany's failure  to  use  due  diligence  in  making  its  collections.  Re  Etna 
Development  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  134. 

111.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  uncollectable  telephone  bills  in 
estimating  the  expenses  of  a  rural  teleplione  line,  especially  where  a 
maximum  rate  is  charged  with  a  discount  for  reasonable  advance  pay- 
ment.    Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  364. 

112.  Two  per  cent  of  gross  telephone  revenues  is  a  reasonable  al- 
lowance for  uncollectable  accounts  in  a  rate  proceeding.  Re  Cedar 
County  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916E,  467. 

113.  Uncollected  electric  light  bills  amounting  to  12  per  cent  of  the 
total  charges  are  excessive.  Philipsburg  v.  Montana  Power  (Ik>.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  377. 

10.  Loss  of  eotnmodiiy. 

114.  A  utility  distributing  natural  gas  will  not  be  permitted  to  place 
upon  its  consumers  the  biurden  resulting  from  an  unreasonably  large 
loss  of  gas.    Re  Weat  Side  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  276. 

115.  In  estimating  monthly  rates  of  electricity  for  the  purpose  of  fix- 
ing rates,  an  allowance  of  more  than  25  per  cent  for  a  line  loss  was 
held  to  be  liberal,  although  the  records  of  the  utility  showed  a  loss  ol 
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9ho\xt  36  per  cent.     Bly  y.  Wmslaw  Electric  Light  t  P.  Co.   (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

116.  An  allowance  of  40  per  cent  of  purchased  water  for  loss  in  distri- 
bution was  held  reasonable  in  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  an 
irrigation  utility.  Burford  v.  Ck)n8uniers'  Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  448. 

117.  A  deduction  of  13  per  cent  for  water  lost  in  pumping  and  dis- 
tribution, and  4J2  per  cent  for  pump  slippage  and  valve  leakage,  was 
made  in  determining  the  amount  available  for  revenue  consumers  in  a 
rate  proceeding,  upon  an  inspection  of  the  plant  on  various  days  and 
comparison  with  similar  plants.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co. 
(Ohio)   P,U.R.1916D,  933. 

17.  Expenses  far  proper^  not  used  or  useful. 

118.  An  allowance  for  rent  in  a  rate  case  will  be  made  for  only  so 
much  of  a  leased  gas-bolder  site  as  is  used  and  useful  for  the  holder. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

119.  The  rent  of  both  of  two  offices  of  a  water  company  cannot  be 
charged  to  operating  expenses  in  a  rate  case  where  the  business  can  be 
properly  handled  from  one.  San  Anselmo  ▼.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co. 
(CaJ.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782. 

120.  In  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  hydro-electric  plant, 
no  allowance  will  be  made  £or  the  maintenance  of  an  auxiliary  steam 
plant  not  included  as  used  or  useful  property  in  the  valuation  for  rate- 
making  purposes.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

121.  An  annual  interest  payment  on  a  water-right  option  cannot  be 
allowed  as  an  operating  expense  of  a  hydro-electric  utility,  nor  can  any 
value  be  accorded  to  the  right,  where  the  right  is  not  used  or  useful. 
Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  872, 
rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

VII.  Reasonableness  of  return. 

a.  In  general. 

122.  Failure  of  a  utility  to  earn  an  expected  profit  does  not  neces- 
sarily establish  its  right  to  an  increased  earning  based  on  a  valuation 
which  includes  profits  which  it  had  been  unable  to  earn  during  the 
earlier  years  of  its  operations.  Redding  v.  Northern  California  Power 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

123.  The  mere  fact  that  the  gross  revenue  of  an  express  company 
would  be  materially  reduced  by  the  establishment  of  a  certain  rate  does 
not  prove  that  such  rate  is  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Dairymen's  Co- 
op. Creamery  Asso.  v.  Wells.  F.  &  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,    819. 

124.  A  ineter  water  rate  should  cover  a  return  on  the  meters,  their 
depreciation,  and  repair,  the  bills  of  private  owners  being  credited,  wfth 
a  rental  allowance  equal  to  such  items.  Smith  v.  City  Water  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 
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5.  Beasonahlenesa  of  return  as  a  whole. 

1,  In  general. 

126.  A  street  railway  system,  having  a  great  number  of  lines  of 
vastly  different  character  and  condition,  consolidated  under  statutes 
providing  that  the  service  should  not  be  diminished  nor  the  rates  in- 
creased, and  serving  many  communities  having  little  interests  in  com- 
mon, should  not  be  treated  as  a  unit  for  rate-making  purposes.  Bay 
SUtc  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

126.  A  utility  operating  several  departments  and  furnishing  different 
kinds  of  service  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  different  properties  valued 
as  one  property  and  the  rate  of  return  based  upon  the  earnings  of  the 
entire  prc^rty.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  and  P.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

127.  In  determining  the  reaosnableness  of  telephone  rates  for  a  given 
city,  the  Wisconsin  Conunission  will  not  consider  the  business  of  the 
company  in  the  state  as  a  whole,  but  will  give  principal  consideration 
to  the  cost  of  furnishing  service  in  the  city  as  related  to  the  revenue 
which  the  company  is  deriving  from  that  service,  although  some  con- 
sideration may  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  company  is  undertaking 
to  develop  a  comprehensive  system  of  telephone  service  in  the  state. 
Bogsrt  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

128.  Railroads  will  not  be  granted  a  general  incresse  in  all  intra- 
state rates  in  a  state,  on  the  ground  that  the  rates  are  inadequate  and 
do  not  yield  a  fair  rate  of  return  upon  the  intrastate  business  as  a 
whole,  where  there  has  not  been  a  proper  valuation  of  all  the  property 
devoted  to  the  intrastate  business.  Re  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

129.  Passenger  fares  cannot  be  increased  on  all  the  divisions  of  a 
railroad  merely  because  the  passenger  business  is  not  earning  as  large 
a  return  as  the  freight  business,  particularly  where  some  divisions  are 
operated  at  a  profit  and  others  at  a  loss.  Re  Passenger  Fares  (X.  Y. 
2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  719. 

2.  Reduction  of  reasonable  rate  becatuie  whole  return  is  large, 

130.  A  street  railway  will  not  be  compelled  so  to  reduce  its  fares 
upon  one  line  that  they  will  produce  a  loss  or  less  than  a  fair  return, 
merely  because  the  system  as  a  wliole  is  profitable  and  will  not  ma- 
terially suflfer  from  the  reduction.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street 
R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  26. 

131.  A  telephone  company  cannot  be  required  to  furnish  free  long- 
distance service,  since  it  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  on  each  service 
branch,  although  the  entire  system  is  operated  at  a  profit.  Re  North- 
esst  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1916B,  926. 

8,  MaJclng  one  Inranch  bear  burdens  of  another, 

132.  The  freight  rate  on  a  particular  commodity  must  not  be  raided 
above  a  reasonable  amount  altiiough  there  is  a  general  loss  on  the  whole 
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traffic  of  the  road.    Garwood  t.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Cola  IMst.  Ct. 
Div.  2)  p1u.R.1916A,  911. 

133.  A  utility  will  not  be  permitted  to  enjoy  an  excessive  return 
in  ita  electric  light  and  water  departments  to  cover  a  deficiency  in  the 
return  of  its  railway  department.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel. 
£verett  Trades  Counoil  v.  Puget  Sound  International  R.  4  P.  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  81. 

134.  The  fares  of  a  profitable  interurban  division  of  a  street  railway 
company  cannot  be  unreasonably  increased  although  the  system  as  an 
entirety  does  not  earn  a  fair  return  and  a  statute  (Railroad  Law,  § 
181)  may  prevent  any  increase  in  the  5-cent  fares  of  the  city  divisions. 
Re  United  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  249. 

c.  Distinction  hettceen  wnreaaondbleness  and  confiscation. 

Return  in  excess  of  2^  per  cent  for  sewer  company  not  confiscatory,  see 
Rates,  82,  83. 

135.  A  freight  rate  not  so  unjust  and  unreasonably  low  as  to  be 
considered  confiscatory  by  a  court  may  yet  be  lower  than  a  Commission 
would  fix  as  a  reasonable  and  just  maximum  rate  for  the  service.  Re 
Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594. 

d.  Factors  to  be  considered. 

1.  Betum  on  fair  value* 

(a)   In  general. 

136.  A  water  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates,  where  exist- 
ing rates  were  insufficient  either  to  produce  a  fair  return  or  to  enable 
the  company  to  maintain  good  service.  Re  Sweetwater  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  237. 

137.  Rates  cannot  be  made  high  enough  to  produce  a  fair  return  on 
a  water  company's  present  investment  incurred  partly  for  the  purpose 
of  marketing  real  estate,  where  this,  on  account  of  the  small  number 
of  consumers,  would  result  in  prohibitive  charges.  Re  San  Grabriel 
Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  895. 

138.  In  fixing  a  reasonable  water  rate  the  California  Commission  not 
only  considered  the  reasonable  cost  new  of  the  plant,  but  all  conditions 
obtaining  during  the  original  construction  and  subsequent  operation, 
and  that  the  rates  should  provide  an  income  on  the  fair  value  of  the 
property  used  for  the  convenience  of  the  public.  Re  San  Gabriel 
Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  896. 

139.  That  telephone  subscribers  have  advanced  part  of  the  cost  of 
extensions  should  be  considered  upon  an  application  for  a  rate  increase, 
although  interest  upon  the  amount  advanced  is  small,  particularly 
when  the  utility  is  earning  a  net  return  of  6  per  cent.  Re  Watertown 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  631. 

140.  Under  a  statute  (Mass.  Public  Service  Coounission  Act,  $21, 
Stat  1913,  chap.  784,  amend.  Stat.  1916,  chap.  24)  placing  on  the  util- 
ity the  burden  of  proving  that  a  proposed  increase  in  rates  is  necessary 
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'ilk  order  to  obtaib  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  service  ^rendered," 
the  utility  must  satisfy  the  Commission  that  additional  net  income 
that  cannot  be  secured  through  more  efficient  management  and  opera- 
tion is  necessary  to  produce  a  fair  return  upon  capital  honestly  and 
prudently  invested,  and  that  the  proposed  rates  will  produce  the 
necessary  revenue,  and  no  more.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub. 
Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

141.  The  fact  that  financial  results  are  not  promising  does  not  render 
an  investment  in  new  territory  imprudent  within  the  rule  that  a 
utility  will  be  entitled  to  earn  a  return  upon  capital  only  that  has  been 
"prudently"  invested;  since  it  is  the  use  of  capital  in  establishing  or 
carrying  out  an  enterprise  on  a  greater  scale  than  warranted  by  con- 
ditions, or  the  use  of  capital  in  a  wasteful  or  foolish  way,  that  renders 
the  investment  imprudent,  rather  than  the  risk  of  capital  in  an  enter- 
prise economically  built.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub,  Service 
Com.)   P.U.R.1910F,  221. 

(h)  As  limited  "by  value  of  service. 

See  also  infra,  151. 

As  limited  by  value  of  servioe,  see  Rates,  63-67, 

142.  The  right  of  a  public  utility  to  earn  a  reasonable  return  upon 
the  present  fair  value  of  its  property  is  contingent  upon  charging  the 
consuming  public  no  more  than  the  reasonable  value  of  the  commodity 
or  service  furnished.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

143.  Hie  fares  of  an  interurban  railway  which  was  built  under  an 
error  of  judgment  that  a  paying  business  would  be  developed  may  be 
increased  to  prevent  operation  at  a  loss,  if  the  increased  fares  are  not 
inherently  unreasonable.  Re  Manchester  ft  D.  Street  R.  Clo.  (K.  H.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  626. 

144.  Public  utilities  are  generally  entitled  to  earn  over  end  above 
their  necessary  operating  expenses  and  a  proper  amount  for  depre- 
dation, a  return  on  the-  fair  value  of  the  property  rightfully  used  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  provided  that  the  resulting  rates  are  not  above 
the  value  of  the  service.  Re  Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  726. 

(c)  Am  liimited  hy  c^uiracter  of  utHUy. 

145.  The  general  rule  of  allowing  a  rate  that  will  yield  a  reasonable 
return  upon  the  ascertained  fair  value  of  property  cannot  be  applied 
in  fixing  rates  for  competitive  steamboats.  Public  Service  Commission 
ex  rel.  Washington  Route  v.  Garfield   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  835. 

(d)   Value  or  cost  as  basis, 

146.  A  utility  will  be  permitted  to  cam  a  return  upon  the  reasonable 
value  of  its  property,  although  it  greatly  exceeds  the  actual  cost 
thereof.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 
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147.  Eridence  that  a  large  part  of  the  capitalUi^fon  of  a  public 
eerrice  company  does  not  represent  money  actually  paid  is  immaterial 
on  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  its  rates.  Board  of  Trade  y. 
Mountain  Home  Xsleph.  Co.  <N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

(^e)  Effect  •/  owere9pitalUtaU0n. 

148.  Failure  of  an  overcapitalized  utility  to  pay  dividends  on  stock 
does  not  necessarily  indicate  that  the  rates  are  inadequate.  Re  Newton 
Gas  &  E,  Co.    (N.  J.)    P.U.R.19X6A,  614. 

149.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  utility  is  unable  to  pay  the  full  inter- 
est on  bonds  does  not  indicate  that  rates  are  unreasonably  low  where, 
because  of  a  consolidation  following  a  voluntary'  competitive  war,  the 
utility  owns  a  large  amount  of  property  not  ujseful  in  the  public  serv- 
ioe,  and  the  useful  part  is  considerably  less  than  the  face  of  the  bonds. 
Re  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  579. 

150.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  al- 
though the  revenue  will  not  3rieid  an  adequate  return  upon  the  capi- 
talization, where  the  utility  is  overcapitalized,  where  the  proposed  in- 
crease is  in  excess  of  rates  of  utilitiea  operating^  in  other  towns  \mder 
comparable  conditions,  and  where  additional  revenue  can  be  obtained 
if  the  service  is  improved.  Re  Newton  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.XJ.R. 
1916A,  514. 

2»  Other  facU>r9  to  he  considered. 

(a)  In  general. 

151.  The  value  of  utility  property,  the  amount  invested,  and  the 
value  of  the  service  to  the  consumer,  should  all  be  considered  in  fixing 
the  rate  of  return.  Re  Bridgeport  Natural  GkM  &  Oil  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  258, 

152.  In  fixing  the  rate  of  return  for  a  utility,  the  local  demand  for 
money,  the  return  of  similar  industrieB,  and  the  desirability  of  attract- 
ing capital,  may  be  considered;  Commercial  Club  y.  Citizens'  Gas  & 
Fuel  Co.  (Ind;)  P.UJ1.1916K,  1. 

153.  In  fixing  a  maximum  rate  of  return,  consideration  should  be 
given  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  the  current  market  rates  for  money, 
the  customary  rates  obtainable  on  investments  in  similar  enterprises^ 
the  nature  of  the  business,  the  hazards,  and  whether  the  return  will 
attract  new  capital.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  925. 

154.  Returns  upon  the  investment  in  a  tel^hone  plant  should  cover 
the  cost  of  the  capital  necessary,  the  compensation  for  certain  risks 
such  as  are  not  covered  in  the  interest  charges,  and  the  cost  of  such 
managerial  expenses  as  are  not  inchided  in  the  operating  expenses 
proper.    Bogart  v:  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,19X6C,  W20. 

155.  A  part  of  the  loss  from  unprofitable  all-night  electric  service 
should  be  borne  by  the  utilify  in  eu  gradually  increasing  amount,  since 
it  should  be  given  an  incentive  to  get  additional  business  from  im- 
i>roved  service.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  0>.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1016t),  651. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 24. 
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(If)  Necessity  of  attracting  capital. 

See  also  supra,  152. 

Discussion  of  test  of  fair  return  to  attract  capital,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
286. 

156.  The  average  annual  interest  necessary  to  attract  capital  to  simi- 
lar utilities  may  be  considered  in  fixing  a  rate  of  return.  Springfield 
V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

157.  A  utility  return  should  be  sufficient  to  encourage  the  investment 
of  capital  in  similar  enterprises  in  fair  demand,  provided  the  rate  is  no 
greater  than  tlie  value  of  the  service.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  k  W. 
Street  R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

158.  Just  and  reasonable  rates  under  the  Massachusetts  statute  are 
such  as  will,  under  reasonably  good  management,  yield  a  return  upon 
honest  and  prudent  investment  sufficient  to  attract  capital.  Bay  State 
Rate  Case   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

(c)  Hazards  of  the  husiness. 
See  also  supra,  153,  l54,  and  infra,  160. 

159.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Washington  (Commission  in  fixing  the  re- 
turn for  ferries  to  make  due  allowance  in  earnings  to  provide  against 
the  hazards  of  the  business,  and  to  encourage  the  replacement  of  the 
old  style  cable  ferry  with  the  modem  engine-propelled  boats  having  a 
greater  degree  of  safety.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Brewster 
V.  McPherson  Bros.  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916D,  720. 

(d)   Efficiency  of  management, 

160.  The  rate  of  return  will  be  determined  by  the  Idaho  Commission 
in  each  case  after  due  consideration  of  the  hazard,  risk,  and  efficiency 
of  operation  and  of  the  economy  in  management,  the  highest  rate  being 
given  to  the  utility  showing  the  highest  efficiency  and  greatest  economy 
in  operation,  and  furnishing  service  at  the  Idwest  possible  coat.  Taylor 
V.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

161.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  general  schedule  of  intrastate  railroad 
rates  that  it  will  probably  be  more  profitable  to  some  carriers  than 
to  others,  since  a  carrier  should  not  be  denied  all  benefit  of  the  advan- 
tage of  favorable  location  and  of  efficient  and  economical  manage- 
ment.    Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  694. 

162.  A  co-operative  telephone  association  will  be  permitted  to  in- 
crease its  rates  to  provide  for  replaoements  and  reconstruction  although 
past  surplus  has  been  used  for  extensions  instead  of  depreciation,  where 
the  management  has  been  economical,  no  dividends  have  been  paid,  and 
none  of  the  increase  will  be  used  to  pay  dividends  or  increase  salaries. 
Re  Hamilton  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Asso.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916C,  151. 

(e)  Character  of  service. 

163.  In  fixing  a  return  for  a  water  company,  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  fact  that  it  has  voluntarily  made  improvements  and 
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extensions  when  receiving  an  inadequate  return.    Smith  y.  City  Water 
Cb.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

164.  A  water  company  furnishing  impure  water  and  receiving  an 
inadequate  revenue  will  not  be  permitted  to  increase  its  rates  or  to  put 
a  mster  rate  into  effect,  until  after  a  pure  supply  is  furnished.  Thorn 
V.  Montgomery  Light  &  Water  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  406. 

(f)  Cotnparison  af  returns. 

See  also  infra,  166. 

166.  In  esthnatittg  the  potential  earning  capacity  of  an  electric  plant 
for  rate-making  purposes,  comparison  was  made  between  the  numbers  of 
consumers  per  thousand  population  of  various  towns,  although  such 
averages  are  not  conclusive,  since  the  number  of  customers  per  unit 
of  population  will  be  affected  very  largely  by  the  character  of  the  pop- 
ulation, the  aggressiveness  of  the  utility,  the  character  of  the  service, 
and  the  rates  charged.  Re  Newton  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
514. 

(g)  Legal  rate  of  interest. 

166.  The  return  to  be  allowed  an  electric  utility  cannot  be  fixed  by 
comparison  with  interest  rates  charged  locally  for  money  loaned  in 
small  amounts,  or  'the  return  upon  an  ordinary  commercial  enterprise, 
since  a  utility  operates  without  fear  of  undue  competition,  with  pro- 
tection in  earning  a  reasonable  return,  and  with  the  hazards  of  private 
undertakings  reduced  to  a  minimum.  Bly  v.  Winslow  Electric  Light  & 
P.   Co.    (Ariz.)    P.U.R.1916A,   227. 

(h)  Business  depression, 

167.  A  railroad  should  bear  some  of  the  loss  incident  to  crop  failure 
and  general  business  depression.  Re  San  Diego  4  S.  £.  R.  Co.  (Cai.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

(i)   Time  in  life  of  uUlity. 

168.  Rates  for  services  of  a  utility  whose  business  is  in  the  develop- 
ment stage  cannot  be  based  upon  the  assumption  that  a  full  or  ade- 
quate earning  should  be  made  on  the  present  value  of  the  property. 
Redding  v.   Northern  California  Power   Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

169.  A  fair  return  upon  utility  property  during  its  construction  and 
extension  period,  which  involves  a  waiting  investment,  may  well  be  less 
as  to  the  rate  of  return  than  the  fair  return  upon  the  property  after 
that  period  has  passed.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.UJ1.1916B,  940. 

e.  Reasonableness  of  speciflo  anumnts. 

1.  Electricity. 
16fa.  A  return  of  $4|500..on.an  electric  company's  property  valued  at 
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$100,000  is  small,  especially  where  no  allowance  has  been  made  for 
depreciation.  Wellsburg  v.  Tri-State  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (W.  Va,)  P.UJL 
1910C,   258. 

170.  A  return  of  5.7  per  cent  to  an  electric  utility  from  all  the  oonr 
munities  it  serves  was  held  to  be  adequate,  taking  into  consideration 
that  a  reduction  in  rates  and  an  elimination  of  prohibitory  charges 
estimated  to  produce  such  return  would  increase  the  use  and  probably 
result  in  a  larger  return.  Pulriic  Service  Obhimission  v.  Pacific  Power 
&  Light  Ck).  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  86. 

171.  An  electric  ccHnpany  is  entitled  to  a  return  of  at  least  6  per 
cent  on  a  rural  extension,  as  a  condition  of  making  it,  where  rates  fixed 
by  the  company  yield  a  net  return  of  2.6  per  cent,  or  an  actual 
return  of  6.8  per  cent  when  bond  interest  is  included,  and  money  costs 
6  per  cent.  Churchill  v.  Winthrop  &  W.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  752. 

172.  A  return  of  7  per  cent  was  allowed  in  fixing  electric  light  and 
pow^  rates.  Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJt 
19166,  499. 

173.  An  allowance  of  a  return  of  7  per  cent  of  the  cost  new  of  elec- 
trical *  property  was  held  reasonable.  Woll  v.  Hullinger  (lU.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  380. 

174.  An  electric  utility  was  allowed  a  return  of  7  per  cent  where 
it  had  vigorous  competition,  although  only  6  per  cent  would  have  been 
allowed  if  the  company  had  a  monopoly  of  the  field,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  a  large  surplus  from  earnings  was  invested  in  the  plant.  Peck 
V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

175.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  was  permitted  to  increase 
its  rates  to  earn  an  assumed  return  of  7  per  cent  upon  the  value  of  the 
bare  physical  property  plus  an  allowance  for  working  capital,  where 
stockholders  were  getting  a  return  of  only  slightly  more  than  2  per 
cent  on  their  investment  in  the  bare  physical  pr<^rty  without  any  al- 
lowance for  intangibles  or  working  capitaL  Re  Lookport  Light,  Heat 
&  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  183. 

176.  A  return  of  7i  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  an  electric  light  company  was  held  reasonable  in  determining 
its  rates.  Belleville  v.  St,  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  24. 

177.  A  return  of  7.9  per  cent  for  an  electric  utility  is  not  excessive. 
Water  Comrs.  v.  Newton's  Sons  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.i916D,  624. 

178.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  was  made  for  interest  and  profits  of 
an  electric  plant,  in  ascertaining  the  operating  expenses.  Kauffman 
V.  Hillsboro  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  375. 

179.  In  fixing  the  amount  of  tlie  annual  depreciation  allowance  on 
the  sinking-fund  basis,  the  California  Commission  will  not  assume  a 
return  of  only  4  per  cent,  where  it  appears  that  the  depreciation  re- 
serve is  regularly  invested  in  the  plant  upon  which  a  return  of  8  per 
cent  is  allowed.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light 
&  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

180.  A  return  of  8  per  cent  was  allowed  an  electric  utility,  on  the 
theory  that  a  return  should  be  sufScient  to  attract  additioAuil  HeoeiUtry 
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capital,  atthough  the  oost  of  money  was  only  6  per  cent,  and  notwith- 
standing that  extensive  U'ansmission  and  distribution  lines  had  been 
built  largely  to  hold  the  territory  frcnn  a  competitor.  East  Bakersfield 
ImproT.  Asso.  ▼.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  830. 

181.  An  electrical  utility  was  aUowed  a  return  of  10  per  cent,  in 
consideration  of  the  hazard  and  risk  of  operation  in  a  mining  com* 
munitj,  and  of  the  admission  of  the  city  objecting  to  rates  that  such 
a  return  would  not  be  unreasonable.  Taylor  y.  Northwest  Light  &.  Water 
Ck).  (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

182.  A  net  return  of  10  per  cent  was  held  to  be  sufficient  for  an 
electric  utility  operating  in  Arizona.  Bly  y.  Winslow  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

183.  Net  earnings  of  $171.88  were  held  not  to  be  excessive  for  interest 
and  profits  on  an  investment  of  $1,600  by  an  electric  utility  serving  only 
twenty-seven  customers.  Kreimen  v.  Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  967. 

184.  A  return  of  12.27  per  cent  upon  the  fair  value  of  an  electric 
plant  of  a  utility  was  held  to  be  excessive,  and  schedules  whidi  would 
produce  a  return  in  excess  of  7i  per  cent  were  ordered  to  be  put  into 
effect.  Re  Colorado  Springs,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  872, 
rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

185.  A  return  of  15.1  per  cent  upon  the  fair  value  of  the  electric 
light  plant  of  a  utility  was  held  to  be  excessive,  and  schedules  which 
would  produce  a  return  of  only  8  per  cent  were  ordered  to  be  put  into 
effect.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Everett  Trades  Council  v. 
Puget  Sound  International  R.  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  81. 

186.  A  rate  increase  to  an  electric  plant  which  uses  the  surplus 
water  power  of  a  mill  and  is  operated  as  an  incident  thereto,  which 
returns  to  the  milling  company  for  the  power  2.69  cents  per  kw.  hr. 
for  20fi00  kw.  hrs.  or  $14.50  per  h.  p.  per  year,  was  held  ample.  Re 
Thiensville  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1098. 

j^.;  Gcis. 

187.  A  return  of  7  per  cent  on  the  fair  value  of  a  gas  plant  was  held 
reasonable.  Springfield  y.  Springfield  Cas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
281. 

188.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  was  made  for  a  return  in  a  gas-rate 
proceeding.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1. 

189.  The  return  for  a  gas  utility  was  fixed  at  7  per  cent  to  enable  the 
company  to  earn  6^  per  cent  on  capital,  and  to  pay  interest  on  bonds 
issued  for  construction.  Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

190.  An  allowance  for  a  return  of  7  per  cent  is  proper  in  fixing  gas 
rates  for  a  utility  whose  bonda  conunand  a  market  on  a  5  per  cent  basis, 
and  whose  stock  seUs  at  a  price  to  yield  less  than  7  per  cent.  Hermann 
y.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

191.  It  may  be  assumed  in  a  rate  case  that  a  gas  company  is  entitled 
to  a  return  of  7  per  cent,  in  determining  whether  there  has  been  any 
deficiency  in  return,  to  measure  the  going  value  of  a  subsidiary  company. 
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and  the  amount  due  to  the  parent  company  from  the  subsidiary's  failure 
to  pay  dividends  earned  on  the  investment.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas 
Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  826. 

192.  A  reduction  in  a  subsidiary  distributing  gas  company's  rate  to 
85  cents  per  1,000  cubic  feet  to  private  consumers  is  fair  where  the 
rate  gives  a  return  of  7  per  cent  on  the  rate-making  value,  9  per  cent 
on  the  actual  cost,  and  12  per  cent  on  the  parent  company's  invest- 
ment, in  addition  to  providing  for  contingencies  and  surplus.  Hermann 
V.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1910D,  825. 

193.  An  allowance  of  7i  per  cent  for  a  return  was  held  ample  in  esti- 
mating the  cost  of  artificial  gas  service.  West  AUis  v.  West  Allis  Gas 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  740. 

3,  Irrigation. 

194.  Six  per  cent  is  a  reasonable  return  upon  the  property  of  an  irri- 
gation company.    Re  North  Fork  Ditch  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  477. 

195.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  for  interest  was  made  in  fixing  irri- 
gation rates.  Burford  v.  Consumers'  Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
448. 

196.  An  irrigation  company  was  authorized  to, increase  its  rates  so 
as  to  earn  a  return  of  8  per  cent  on  its  assumed  valuation  of  $90,000. 
Re  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  120. 

4.  Interurhan  railtcays. 

197.  Increased  interurhan  railway  rates  which  will  not  amount  to 
more  than  4  per  cent  upon  the  valuation  of  the  company's  property 
cannot  be  said  to  produce  a  fair  return.  Lindemann  v.  Chicago  &  M. 
Electric  R.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  265. 

198.  A  return  of  8  per  cent  on  the  money  prudently  invested  in  an 
economically  managed  suburban  branch  of  an  electric  railway  is  not 
excessive,  although  in  excess  of  the  interest  on  ordinary  loans,  where 
the  fare  averages  only  2  cents  a  mile  over  a  10-mile  route  with  few 
short  hauls,  since  the  fare  is  no  more  than  the  service  is  worth.  Butler 
v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

5.  Natural  gas. 

199.  A  natural  gas  company  operating  without  profit  was  authorized, 
to  increase  its  rates  sufiSciently  to  yield  a  net  return  of  8  per  cent 
upon  the  investment,  and  to  provide  in  addition  thereto  a  small  sum 
for  payments  of  debts  and  for  repairs,  improvements,  extensions,  or  other 
contingencies.  Re  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  349. 

200.  A  natural  gas  company  was  authorized  to  increase  Ms  rates  so 
as  to  produce  a  return  of  10  per  cent,  although  the  company  was  not 
properly  managed,  and  other  companies  were  furnishing  gas  under  more 
or  less  similar  conditions  at  much  lower  rates,  it  appearing  that  con- 
sumption was  continuing  to  decrease  and  that  a  point  might  be  reached 
where  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  company  to  earn  more  than  operating 
expenses.     Re  West  Side  Gas  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  276. 
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201.  Natural  gas  rates  were  permitted  to  be  increased  to  yield  a  net 
return  of  10.46  per  cent,  although  such  return  mi^t  be  excessive, 
where  it  was  necessary  to  have  funds  on  hand  to  extend  the  lines  and 
to  obtain  a  sufficient  supply  of  gas.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  331. 

202.  An  annual  net  return  of  $6,800  on  an  investment  of  $60,000  is 
not  exeesaive  for  a  natural  gas  company  considering  the  rapid  depre- 
ciation of  its  plant.  Re  Bridgeport  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  263. 

6.  Railroads, 

203.  Railroad  rates  which,  if  in  force,  would  produce  according  to 
the  application  of  various  theories  of  apportionment  a  deficit  or  a  re- 
turn of  not  exceeding  2.66  per  cent  on  the  agreed  valuation  of  the 
company's  property,  will  be  enjoined.  Boylf  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  49  (S.  C.  222  Fed.  539). 

204.  The  return  from  the  operation  of  a  steam  railroad  should  be  7.5 
per  cent  in  normal  years.  Boylf  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A, 
49  (8.  C.  222  Fed.  639). 

206.  An  inadequate  2  cents  a  mile  railroad  passenger  fare  was  in- 
creased to  3  cents,  rather  than  4  c^its,  upon  consideration  of  the  worth 
of  the  service,  that  the  carrier  had  voluntarily  charged  only  3  cents 
prior  to  a  compulsory  reduction,  and  that  the  increase  might  yield  a  re- 
turn of  7  per  cent;  and  upon  condition  that  the  carrier  would  sell  round 
trip  tickets  at  a  10  per  cent  reduction  and  bearer  and  coupon  mileage 
books  at  2i  cents  a  mile.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

206,  207.  Rates  yielding  a  return  of  0.46  per  cent  for  passenger  service 
and  4.06  per  cent  for  carload  freight  service  arc  inadeqiuite;  but  a  re- 
turn of  15.89  per  cent  for  less  than  carload  freight  service  is  ample,  if 
not  unreasonably  hi^h,  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

7.  Setverm. 

208.  Sewer  rates  producing  net  earnings  of  7.2  per  cent  and  12.1  per 
cent  upon  reproduction  costs  new  fixed,  respectively,  by  the  utility  and 
complainant,  are  excessive,  where  the  system  was  built  during  a  min- 
ing boom  and  is  capable  of  serving  four  times  the  present  number  of 
patrons.  Donovan  v.  Goldfield  Consol.  Water  C6.  (Nev.)  P.U.R,1916D, 
419. 

S,  Street  railttays. 

209.  A  street  railway  schedule  of  fares  yielding  a  return  of  less 
than  6  per  cent  is  not  excessive  as  a  whole.  Re  Hewitt  (Conn.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  764. 

210.  A  street  railway  will  be  permitted  to  discontinue  the  sale 
of  6  tickets  for  26  cents  where  the  return  for  the  last  twenty  months 
was  only  about  5  per  cent,  although  the  average  return  for  the  pre- 
ceding six  years  was  8.8  per  cent,  it  appearing  that  the  loss  during 
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the  twenty  montlis  from  the  competitive  operation  of  private  automo- 
biles, and  jitneys  to  a  less  extent,  and  from  higher  prices  for  materials, 
supplies,  and  wages  is  not  temporary,  that  large  outlays  must  be  mad« 
for  paving  and  for  improvements  and  extensions^  that  any  inorease  in 
gross  earnings  therefrom  will  be  offset  by  expenses,  and  that  it  is  doubt- 
ful whether  an  abnormally  low  cost  of  injuries  and  damages  can  be 
maintained.     Re  Dulutii  Street  R.  Co.   (Wis,)   P.U.R.1916D,  614. 

211.  A  return  of  6  per  cent  rather  than  7  per  cent  was  allowed  upon 
the  total  investment  of  a  street  railway,  one  half  of  which  consisted  of 
bonds  with  an  annual  carrying  charge  of  4.7  per  cent.  Bay  State  Rate 
Case   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)    P.UJ1.1916F,  221. 

212.  A  street  railway  company  was  not  permitted  to  discontinue 
the  sale  of  6  tickets  for  25  cents  when  the  average  annual  return  upon 
the  company's  claim  of  value  was  5.11  per  cent  and  upon  the  Commis- 
sion's valuation,  9.4  per  cent.  Re  Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.  (N. 
J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  232. 

9.  Telephones, 

213.  There  can  be  no  reduction  in  telephone  rates  whidt  produoe  a 
return  of  from  i  of  1  per  cent  to  If  per  cent  upon  the  lowest  valuation 
permitted  by  the  evidence.  Board  of  Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph* 
Co.   (N.  Y. '2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

214.  Telephone  rates  yielding  a  return  of  only  2^61  per  cent  are  not 
excessive.  Obux  D'Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJL 
1916C,  438. 

215.  A  tel^hone  company  was  permitted  to  increase  its  rates  where 
the  earnings,  not  including  any  allowance  for  taxes  or  interest  on  the 
investment  for  the  past  year,  were  only  $187^42,  and  the  plant  cost 
approximately  $7,000.    Re  Linden  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  13. 

216.  A  slight  increase  in  telephone  rates  that  will  yield  a  return  of 
5.857  per  cent  is  not  unreasonable.  Re  Long  Prairie  Teleph.  Oo.  (Hinn.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  141. 

217.  A  net  increase  in  the  rate  for  individual  line  residence  tele- 
phones from  $12  to  $15  per  year,  party  residence  lines  retaining  the 
net  $12  rate,  may  be  allowed  where  a  return  of  only  5  per  cent  will  be 
produced.     Re  Empire  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)   P.TJ.R.1916D,  906. 

218.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  an  increase  in  rates  yielding 
only  5  per  cent  to  a  point  which  will  demand  high  grade  service,  since 
the  quality  of  service  is  of  first  importance.  Re  New  Cashton  Teleph. 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  123. 

219.  A  return  of  5  per  cent  is  inadequate  for  a  telephone  company. 
Re  New  Cashton  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  123. 

220.  A  slight  increase  in  telephone  rates  yielding  a  net  return  of 
6  per  cent  was  not  allowed  although  snoh  a  return  is  not  liberal,  where 
adequate  efforts  had  not  been  made  to  remedy  defective  service.  Re  Wat- 
ertown  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  631. 

221.  A  return  of  6.75  per  cent  on  a  telephone,  investment  which  en- 
ables the  payment  of  8  per  cent  dividends,  6  per  cent  bond  interest,  and 
leaves  a  substantial  amount  for  surplus  and  contingencies,  is  not  exces* 
sive.     Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916B,  940. 
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222.  A  telephone  company  was  permitted  to  Increase  and  adjust  its 
rates  to  provide  a  return  of  7  per  cent  on  the  present  value  of  the  city, 
rural,  and  toll  properties.  Re  Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1016B, 
318. 

223.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  for  dividends  was  niade  in  fixing 
telephone  rates,  although  8  per  cent  had  been  paid.  Re  Cedar  County 
Farmers  Teleph.  Co.   (N*.)    P.U.R.1916E,  467. 

224.  In  authorizing  an  increase  of  rural  telephone  rates  it  was  held 
that  7  per  cent  on  the  present  value  of  the  plant  would  be  an  adequate 
return  upon  the  investment.  Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S. 
D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  364. 

225.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  of  the  value  of  central  office  tele- 
phone equipment  was  held  sufficient  for  interest,  in  estimating  exchange 
operating  expenses.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Xeb.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  572. 

226.  Telephone  rates  were  increased  to  yield  a  return  of  7.1  per  cent 
rather  than  a  return  of  12.3  per  cent  as  proposed  by  the  utility.  Re 
Roanoke  Teleph.  Co.   (IlL)   P.U.R.1M6D,  781. 

227.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  increase  its  rural  party,  net 
annual,  rental  rate  to  $15,  which  will  yield  a  return  of  6  per  cent  on 
the  present  business,  or  7  per  cent  with  a  little  development  of  the 
plant,  rather  than  a  net  rate  of  $18,  which  will  yield  a  return  of  11.7 
per  cent.    Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  603. 

228.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  telephone  service  interest  was  computed 
at  7j  per  cent  on  the  cost  new  of  the  physical  property.  Bogart  v.  Wis- 
amsin  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

229.  A  return  of  8  per  cent  upon  the  fair  value  of  the  property  of  a 
telephone  company  was  held  justified,  particularly  in  view  of  the  un- 
usual effleiency  of  the  manageA^t,  and  of  the  peculiar  risks  of  the 
business.    Bogart  t.  Wisconsin  Telqph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

230.  Eight  per  cent  is  the  maximum  return  that  will  be  allowed  a 
telephone  company,  and  therefore  rates  yielding  a  return  of  6  per  cent 
are  not  excessive  aUhough  an  increase  will  not  necessarily  be  permitted. 
Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Tsleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

231.  Proposed  rates  which  would  produce  a  return  of  about  16  per 
cent  on  the  fair  present  vahie  of  a  telephone  plant  are  higher  than 
necessary  to  yiefld  an  adequate  return.  Re  Bucher  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916F, 
501. 

10,  Water, 

232.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  make  a  slight  increase  in 
,its  rates,  upon  consideration  of  the  value  of  the  property  devoted  to 
the  public  service,  of  the  amount  of  money  proposed  to  be  expended 
to  secure  an  ample  supply  of  pure  soft  water,  of  the  fact  that  an 
annual  average  return  of  only  4.8  per  cent  had  been  paid  stockholders, 
and  that  the  stock  was  selling  slightly  below  par,  and  that  the  pro- 
posed rates  were  not  excessive  as  compared  with  the  rates  in  other 
towns.    Re  Washington  County  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916A,  506. 

233.  A  water  company  is  entitled  to  at  least  as  large  an  increase  in 
its  gross  operating  revenues  as  will  produce  a  return  of  5.9  per  cent. 
Re  Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  166. 
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234.  A  water  utility  was  allowed  a  return  of  not  less  than  6  per  eent. 
Smith  V.  City  Water  Ck).  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

235.  Six  per  cent  is  not  too  large  a  return  for  a  water  company  even 
if  excessive  profits  have  been  invested  in  the  plant.  Re  Charles  Town 
Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  726. 

236.  A  return  of  61  per  cent  on  the  value  of  a  water  plant  was  held 
to  be  reasonable  where  it  appeared  that  a  large  part  of  the  investment, 
in  the  property  valued  at  $1,200,000,  was  surplus  earnings.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

237.  The  sum  of  $69,800  is  a  fair  return  on  a  water  system  having  a 
rate-making  value  of  $998,430.61.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water  &  P. 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.UJtl916F,  782. 

238.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  was  made  for  return  from  a  water 
plant  in  fixing  the  operating  expenses.  Thorn  v.  Mcmtgomery  Light  & 
Water  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  406. 

239.  A  rate  of  return  of  7  per  cent  for  a  water  company,  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties  in  a  rate  proceeding,  was  approved  by  the  Com- 
mission as  reasonable.  Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  962. 

240.  A  wata:  company  earning  a  return  of  6  or  10  per  cent, 
according  to  the  particular  valuation  adopted,  and  which  will  have  a 
much  greater  return  if  operating  expenses  are  properly  charged,  has  suf- 
ficient revenue  to  make  necessary  betterments  and  improvements.  Re 
Murphy  Water,  Ice  &  Light  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  719. 

241.  A  water  rate  fixed  by  an  ordinance  was  held  reasonable  where 
the  water  company  could,  by  replacing  a  defectivie  pipe  system  and  by 
reducing  operating  expenses,  pay  an  8  per  cent  return  on  the  invest- 
ment.   Re  Etna  Development  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  134. 

242.  A  return  of  8  per  cent  was  held  proper  in  determining  a  water 
company's  annual  cost  of  service.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  Sl  Water 
Co.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

243.  A  return  of  10  per  c^it  was  held  reasonable  for  a  gravity 
water  system  supplying  a  village,  in  view  of  the  hazard  and  risk  con- 
nected with  the  operation  of  such  a  utility  in  the  community.  Re 
Mullan  Waterworks  (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916D,  894. 

244.  Water  meter  rates  yielding  a  return,  after  only  five  months'  trial, 
of  less  than  the  average  return  of  10.6  per  cent  under  the  superseded 
flat  rates,  were  held  not  excessive  in  an  arid  city  when  compared  with 
the  rates  in  other  arid  communities.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Carson    Water    Co.    (Nev.)    P.U.R.1916D,    678. 

RETURK    AS    A    WHOLE, 

Reasonableness  of,  see  Rsturn,  125-134. 

REVEHUES. 

See  Earnings,  and  generally  RETUBir. 

REVIEW. 

See  Appeal  and  Revibw. 
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BEVOCATION— ROAD  BED.  379 

BBVOOATIOK. 

Of  certificate  of  convenience,  see  Ckrxificatb  or  Convenbcnob  and 

NscxssiTY,  20,  21. 
Of  franchises,  see  Fbanchises,  13,  14. 
Ground  for  revoking  order  authorizing  additional  bond  issue,  see 

Secttbitt  Issues,  66-68. 

RICE. 

Rates  for  storage  of  rice,  see  Rates,  252,  253. 
Storage  season  for,  see  Wabbhouses,  1. 

RIGHTS    OF    WAT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Conunission  to  allow  highway  to  oross 
interurban  railway  as  involving  right  to  condemn  right  of  way, 
see  Cbossinos,  2. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  acquire,  see  Sboubity  Issues,  30. 

Consideration  qf  contract  to  give  service  in  exchange  for  right  of 
way  in  passing  upon  the  substitution  of  motor  bus  service  for 
street  car  service,  see  Sebvice,  25. 

Rig^t  to  compel  electric  consumer  to  grant  free  right  of  way  be- 
yond his  installation  as  condition  precedent  to  service^  see 
SEBVICEy   147. 

Expenditures  for  right  of  way  chargeable  to  capital,  see  Valua- 
tion, 224. 

Allowance  for  excessive  right  of  way  purchases,  see  Valuation, 
264. 

Allowance  for  value  of  railroad  right  of  way  in  valuation  proceed- 
ings, see  Valuation,  322,  329-331. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  458. 

Expense  of  changing,  as  part  of  cost  of  flowage  rights,  see  Valua- 
tion, 488. 

Abstract  of  case  on  abandonmant  of,  Afpbnddc,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
903. 

RIPARIAN    RIGHTS. 

Allowance  to  promoter  of  value  of  water  power  over  value  of 
riparian  land  considered  as  farm  or  forest  land,  see  Valua- 
tion, 132. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  464,  465,  466. 

RI8K8. 

Consideration  of  risks  of  the  business  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see 
Rin^OEN,  153,  154,  159,  160. 

RIVER. 

Allowance  for  ownership  of  bed  of  river,  see  Valuation,  481. 

ROAD    RED. 

Right  to  include  appreciation  on  grading  due  to  adaptation  and 
solidification  of  railroad  bed  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
223. 
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380  ROAD  MATERIAL— RULES  AND  REGULATIONS. 

BOAB    MATERIAI- 

Freight  rates  for,  to  be  made  as  low  as  possible,  see  Rates,  105. 

ROADS. 

See  Highways  and  STREasrs. 

ROIXnfG    STOCK. 

Engineering  on,  affecting  allowance  for  orerhead  expenses,  see 
Valuation,  186. 

ROOMS. 

Room  basiB  in  applying  eleotrie  light  residanot  toliedule,  see  Rates, 
113. 

ROUND    TRIP    TICXBTS.  •* 

Of  interurban  railway,  see  Ratbs,  160,  164. 
Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  require  railroads  to  sell  roond 
trip  tickets  at  reduced  rates,  see  Rates,  27. 

RITLE    OF    DEOISIOK. 

Binding  effect  of  decisions  of  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  upon  Commis- 
sion in  a  rate  proceeding,  see  Comhissioxs,  3. 

Commission  following  decisions  of  state  court  on  questions  of  law, 
see  Commissions,  4. 

Court  ruling  on  review  of  Commission  order  denying  bond  issue 
application  as  not  obiter  dicta  on  subsequent  application,  see 
Judgments,  1. 

BULB    OF    THUMB. 

Use  of,  in  determining  going  value,  see  Valuation,  401. 

rui.es  and  regulations. 

Rule  merely  reserving  right  to  require  deposit  from  applicant  as 

discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  163. 
Power  of  Washington  Commission  to  make  rules  and  regulations 

upon  ordering  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Intbs- 

00BP<»ATB  Relations,  6. 
Limitation  of  value  of  livestock  in  accordance  with  rules  of  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  see  Rates,  203. 
Rules  of  procedure  governing  filing  of  rates  and  tariffs  in  District 

of  Columbia,  see  Rates,  2. 
filing  and  enforcing  collection  rules  as  prerequisite  to  increase  in 

telephone  rates,  see  Rates,  221. 
Colorado  rules  as  to  authorizing  or  awarding  reparation,  see  RiiPA- 

RATION,  32. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  making  consumer  liable  for  injury  to  meter, 

see  Seryicb,  120. 
Rules  regulating  service  of  gas,  electric  and  water  utilities  adopted 

by  Colorado  Commission,  see  Service,  149. 
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RULINGS  OF  LAW-^RURAL  TELEPHONE  LINES.  381 

Standard  rulea^  for  doct^ic  i4jUitie8  pxlopted  by  Karyland  Commia- 
sioD,  see  Sebvicb,  160. 

To  insure  sufficiencj  and  aa||jty  of  consumer's  equipment,  see  Sebv- 
ici,  151,  X52.  "        , 

Requiring  shipper  to  take  equipment  for  shipment  of  lumber  from 
station  to  car  and  return,  when  car  is  unloaded^  see  Sosvics, 
214. 

Standards  for  electric  railway  service  in  District  of  Columbia,  see 
Sebyiob,  224. 

Standard  rules  and  regulations  for  water  utilities,  see  SiBYlCB> 
273,  274. 

Of  water  company  prohibiting  irrigation  of  lawns  and  gardens  dur- 
ing certain  hours,  see  Skbviob,  291. 

Rule  against  permitting  use  of  water  by  persons  not  patrons,  see 
Service,  295. 

Statutes  empowering  towns  to  contract  for  water  supply  as  limit- 
ing power  of  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Statutes,  3. 

RULINGS    OF    LAW. 

See  also  Questioi^s  of  Law  axd  Faot. 

Necessity  of,  for  review,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  13,  14. 

BUBAL    EXTBN8IOK8. 

Return  to  electric  utility  on  rural  extension,  see  Rstubn,  171. 
Ri^^t  to  require  applicants  for  rural  electric  extension  to  fumiab 
poles,  see  Service,  93,  94. 

BUBAL    8UB80BIBEB8. 

See  ConrsxTMEBS  and  PAHtoNS. 

BUBAL    TELEFHOHE    LINE8. 

Basis  of  apportioning  city  and  rural  telephone  traffic,  see  Appor- 

tionme:?t,  42,  56,  59. 
Contract  for  switching  service,  as  affecting  increase  in  rates,  see 

CJONSTITUTIONAL  LAW,  45. 

Compensatory  rate  for  switching  foreign  rural-party  lines,  to  avoid 
discrimination^  see  Discbimination,  113. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  for  operation  of  rural  telephone  lines 
from  exchange  of  another  company,  see  Inhebodbpobate  Rela- 
tions, 3. 

Right  of  farm  telephone  lines  built  and  maintained  by  owners  to 
disconnect  from  city  system  without  consent,  of  Illinois  Commis* 
sion,  see  Public  Utilities,  22. 

Telephones  rates  for,  see  Rates,  227-233. 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  Return,  35-121. 

Necessity  of  changing  arbitrary  division  of  rural  territory  between 
telephone  companies  where  there  is  free  interchange  of  service, 
and  Commission  can  require  adequate  service,  see  Service,  241. 

Number  of  subscribers  on  a  rural  party  line,  see  Service,  250. 

Telephone  company  n6t  to  be  held  responsible  for  poor  service  be- 
cause of  rural  line,  see  Service,  253. 
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382  RUSH  HOURS— SALARIES. 

Establishment  of  physical  oonnectioD  with  rural,  telephonea,  ns 

Service,  257. 
Ri|^t  of  rural  telephone  to  operate  ezdiange  for  switching  aenrioe 

in  village  served  by  another  company,  see  Tta^EPHomcs,  2. 

BUrat    HOVBS. 

On  street  railways,  see  Sebyici^  230-232. 
On  interurban  railway,  see  SebVIce,  167. 

8AFETT. 

Precautions  at  railway  crossing,  see  CBOSfiiNOS,  20. 

Operation  of  jitney  bus  in  negligent  manner  as  public  nuisance,  see 
Nuisance,  1. 

Of  service,  generally,  see  Seeviob. 

Right  of  electric  utility  to  enforce  reasonable  rules  to  insure  suffi- 
ciency and  safety  of  consumer's  equipment,  see  Service,  151, 
152. 

Right  of  interurban  railway  to  discontinue  stops  on  account  of  un- 
safe condition  of  platform  erected  by  patrons,  see  SkitvicE,  171. 

Installation  of  automatic  signals  for  street  railways,  see  Service, 
225. 

Relocation  of  street  railway  tracks  on  highway  to  provide  cleari^nce 
for  safe  operation  and  highway  travel,  see  Street  Railways;  3. 

8AFETT    APPLIANCES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  regulation  of  operation  of  railroads 
as  affected  by  Federal  control  over  interstate  commerce,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  167. 

SAFETY    REOULATIOKS. 

Effect  of  California  statute  prohibiting  trainmen  from  receiving  or 
delivering  train  orders  by  telephone  or  telegraph  by  order  of 
Commission,  see  Service^  42. 

SALABIUTY    OF    BONDS. 

As  element  to  be  considered  in  passing  upon  security  issues  for 
construction  of  monorail  railroad,  see  Sbcuritt  Issues,  tl. 


Method  of  apportioning  salaries  of  general  office  between  differeilt 
classes  of  telephone  service,  see  Apportionment,  41,  44,  50,  5  a. 

Basis  for  apportioning  general  expense  of  a  telephone  and  electrid 
company  consisting  chiefly  of  salary  of  manager,  see  Appor-\ 
nONMBNT,  70.  \ 

Apportionment  of  salary  of  officers  between  electric  and  water  de-   \ 
partments,  see  Apportionment,  72,  73.  \ 

Allowance   for  salaries   of   officers   and  managers   of  utility,   see      ^ 
Return,  84-94. 

Allowance  for  operating  expense  where  salaries  of  officers  for  over- 
head duties  are  charged  to  operation,  see  Valuation,  186. 
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SALE— SCHEDULE. 


Sale  amounting  to  a  consolidation  or  a  merger,  see  CoifSOLiDATiON, 

Memes,  ahd  Sale. 
State  regulation  of  sale  of  natural  gas  produced  in  another  state, 

see   INTEBSTATE  COMMEBCE,  7. 

Transfer  of  telephone  plant  by  lease,  see  Lbasb. 

Method  of  fixing  compensation  to  be  paid  by  a  municipality  for 
property  of  a  utility,  see  MuiaciPAL  Plant,  3-7. 

Allowance  for  sale  eocpense  in  fixing  operating  expense,  see  Rstubn, 
38. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  require  a  purchase  at  a  foreclosure 
sale  to  continue  operation  of  a  railroad,  see  Sbbyick,  26. 

Consideration  of  supplies  kept  for  sale,  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 280. 

8AIS    PBIOB. 

Of  seeurities,  *see  Sboubitt  Issues,  5<M>4. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  34,  64, 
66. 

Sale  price  approved  by  Commission  as  standard  of  value  for  issu- 
ance of  securities,  see  Valuation,  116. 

SALOOH. 

Hi^er  minimum  water  rate  f<Nr,  as  di8eriminat<Nry,  see  Discbim> 
ination,  127,  128. 

SALVAGE    VALUE. 

Consideration  of,  in  computing  depreciation,  see  Bepbegiation,  24, 

26. 
Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  12. 

SAKD. 

Rates  for,  see  Ratss,  100,  200. 

SANITATIOK. 

See  Disinfection;  Fumigation. 

SCALES. 

Requiring  railroads  to  install  stock  scales  as  taking  property  with- 
out due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  6. 

Installation  of  stock  scales  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 
136. 

SCENIC    BEAUTY. 

Impairment  of,  as  objection  to  grant  of  certificate  of  public  good, 
see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  14. 

SOHEDtTLEii 

Reasonableness  not  determined  prior  to  operation  of  schedule,  see 
Rates,  2. 
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384  SCHOOL  GHILDRElf-eEATS. 

Begular   schedule   of   rates   for    power   consumers   of   electriev^ 

see  Ratbs,  112. 
Deviation  from  filed  tariff  as  unlawful  diserinuoatioa,  «eQ  Disoum- 

INAZION,  »-14. 

SCHOOL    OHJT.PREK. 

Power  of  Massachusetts  Commission  to  reduce  street  car  farm  for 

school  children  below  statutory  rate,  see  Rates,  22. 
Street  railway  fares  lor,  see  Rates,  211,  212. 

8CHOOUI. 

Reduced  rates  to  schools  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discbim- 
nrATiON,  27-29. 

As  charitable  or  benevolent  purpose  within  Maine  Utilities  Act  au- 
thorizing free  service,  see  Discbimination,  29. 

Reduced  rates  for  school  children,  see  DisoanciMAHbK,  S8,  39. 

Reduced  to  students  attending  private  business  school  operated  f<^ 
profit  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  DtsOBiiciKATBOK,  39. 

Reduced  rates  to  school  teachers,  see  Discaimination,  41. 

Burdett  ef  proof  of  reasonableness  of  proposed  disoontinuaaee  of 
sale  of  school  tickets,  see  EvmsivcB,  13. 

Price  of  school  tickets,  see  Rates,  212. 

Contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  school  houses  and  city  bufldhigs  as 
including  state  educational  institutions,  see  SnaviCB,  2. 

SCRAP    MATERIAI.. 

Power  of  Commissions  with  reference  to  disposiUon  of,  see  Com- 
missions, 38,  39. 

1.  Upon  investigation  the  Maasaohnsette  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion found  that  the  open  competitive  bid  method  for  the  disposal  of 
scrap  is  more  advantageous  to  the  utilities  than  the  yearly  centract 
method  based  upon  market  quotations.  Re  Perry,  B.  D.  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  830. 

SCRAP    VALUE. 

Consideration  of,  in  computing  depreciation,  see  DEPiffiCiATioiv,  25. 
Depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  86. 
Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  13. 

Right  to  value  inefficient  equipment  at  scrap  value,  see  Valuation, 
247. 

SEARCHES. 

Cost  of,  as  an  overhead  expense,  see  Valuation,  132. 

SEATS. 

Mandamus  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  compaay  to  oonpl/ 
with  Commission  order  relative  to  seats  for  paasengen,  see 
Mandamus,  8. 
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SECONDARY  METERS— SECURITY  ISSUEa  385 

•EOOdTDABT    MBT^M* 

See  Meters. 

8ECBETAKT. 

Grant  of  free  water  to  secretary  for  seryicee  as  unlawful  discrim- 
ination, see  DlSCKDiUTATION,  44. 

Allowance  for  salary  of  secretary  of  natural  gas  company,  see  Re- 
TUBN,  84. 

SECURITT. 

Requiring  farmers  to  sign  contract  providing  that  electric  bills 
shall  be  a  lien  on  land  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 
151. 

Discrimination  in  rule  requiring  security  for  payment,  see  Discrim- 
ination, 156. 

Deposit  as  securuity  for  payment,  see  Patmsnt,  5-13. 

Deposit  as  security  under  franchise  chargeable  to  capital,  see 
Valuation,  224. 

SECURITT    HOIJ>EB8. 

See  Bondholders;  Stogkholdebs, 

BECVniTY    ISSUES. 

I,  In  general,  1—4. 
//.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Oofnmission,  6^15. 

a.  In  general,  f^lO, 

b.  Necessity  of  approval  by  Commission,  11^^16, 

III.  Effect  of  authorization,  16, 

IV.  Conversion  of  bonds  into  stock,  Jr7-t9d. 
F.  StocTc  dividends,  24^26. 

VI.  Purpose,  27^33. 

a.  In  general,  27—30. 

b.  Overhead  expenses,  30a,  31. 

c.  Operating  expenses,  32,  33, 
VII.  Amount,  34^—49. 

a.  In  general,  34—44. 

b.  Proportion  of  stocU  to  bonds,  4S—40. 
VIII.  Sate  price,  S0S4. 

IX.  Authorization  of  issues,  SS—65. 
X.  Rescission  of  authority  to  issue,  66—68, 
XI.  Procedure,  69—73. 

I.  In  general. 

Apportionment  of  interest  on  securities  in  determining  cost  of  intra- 
state railroad  traflBc,  see  Appobtionmknt,  17. 

Effecting  ccmsolidation  by  purchase  of  stock  and  bonds,  see  Consolida- 
tion, Merger,  and  Sale,  6,  9,  32. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 25. 
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386  SBCURITY  ISSUES,  L 

Effect  of  Seeiioii  88  of  Maine  Utilities  Act  upon  special  statute  authori 
izing  a  utility  to  own  stock  in  other  utilities,  see  Consolidation, 
Mebobb,  Ain>  Salb,  10,  11. 

Sale  of  all  of  utility's  capital  stock  as  carrying  tiransfer  of  franchise 
requiring  consent  of  CommisBion,  see  Ck>nsoiJDATiON,  Mebqeb,  and 
Sale,  12. 

Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  and  rights  of  another 
permitted  to  purchase  the  stock,  see  Intbboobfobate  Relations,  1. 

Court  ruling  on  review  of  Commission  order  denying  bond  issue  applica- 
tion as  not  obiter  dicta  on  subsequent  application,  see  Judq- 
MENTS,  1. 

Mandamus  to  compel  approval  of  security  issues,  see  MANi>Ain:s,  3,  4. 

Discounts,  commissions,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  approval,  issu- 
ance and  sale  of  bonds  to  be  amortized,  see  Rbtubn,  25.  i 

Utility  using  proceeds  realized  from  security  issues  to  acquire  property 

which  will  have  no  value  upon  expiration  of  franchise  to  provide  I 

amortization  fund,  see  Return,  27-29. 

Inability  of  overcapitalized  utility  to  pay  dividends  as  grounds  for  in-  , 

creasing  rates,  see  Return,  148.  I 

Extension  of  service  by  water  district  as  affected  by  ^s  capacity  to  bor-  i 

row  money,  see  Sisvige,  61.  \  I 

Right  of  mutual  telephone  comply  to  require  appliciuit  to  purchase  I 

stock  as  condition  of  extending  service,  see  Sebvige,\36. 

Value  of  outstanding  stock  and  bonds  as  factors  to  be  dtonsidered  in 

valuation,  see  Valuation,  27-34,  61-63.  \  j 

Consideration  of  discount  on,  in  ascertaining  original  cost,  ^ee  Valu- 
ation, 86.  \  i 

Sale  price  approved  by  Commission  as  standard  of  value  for  issiiance  of 
securities,  see  Valuation,  116.  \ 

Allowance  for  bond  discount  and  brokerage  in  valuation,  see  valua- 
tion, 123-126.  \ 

What  constitutes  capital  obligations  in  railroad  reorganization  wider 
Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation,  234.  ) 

Consideration  of  stock  of  another  company  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
318.  \ 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  issuance  of  securities,  P.U.R.1910F, 
p.  18;  Appendix,  p.  1036.  \ 

1.  The  state  has  power  to  require  the  approval  of  the  Commissi<!?n 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  encumbrance  of  leasehold  interests  <Sf 
foreign  corporations  in  railroads  and  franchises  located  within  i^ 
limits.    Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  408. 

2.  Authority  to  issue  a  mortgage  and  bonds  tl^ereimder  against 
different  properties  may  not  be  denied  merely  because  of  unequal  bene- 
fits to  the  properties  from  the  money.  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Service 
Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916D,  538. 

3.  A  company  which  has  sold  part  of  a  bond  issue,  secured  by  a 
mortgage  upon  exifltuig  property,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  capital 
stock,  should  deposit  the  stock  as  additional  security  for  the  whole 
issue.    Re  Central  Main  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  534. 

4.  Capital  stock  of  one  utility,  purchased  by  another,  tlirougU  an  * 
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SECURITY  ISSUES,  XL  »,  K  W7 

Issue  of  bonds  seenred  by  a  mortgage  also  oorering  asother  issue,  was 
required  to  be  deposited  with  the  trustee  to  contribute  to  the  security. 
Ro  Osntral  Maine  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJU016A,  030. 

MI.  Juriadieti0nf  powers^  and  dmiies  of  Oinn/mieaUm. 

Duty  of  Indiana  Commission  to  determine  value  of  stock  and  to  direct 
payment  to  nonconsenting  stockholders,  see  Consolidation,  Mebges, 

AND  SALE)  14. 

5.  The  California  Commission  has  the  same  jurisdiction  over  the 
reissuance  of  stock  bought  in  by  the  utility  at  an  assessment  sale  as 
it  has  over  an  original  issue.  Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  779. 

6.  The  Indiana  Commission  has  no  power  to  refuse  to  approve  the 
issuance  of  securities  by  a  utility  merely  because  the  proceeds  thereof 
are  to  be  expended  in  extensions  which  will  duplicate  the  facilities  of 
another  company.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  42 
(S.  C.  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  10). 

7.  Hie  part  of  a  mortgage  providing  for  the  issuance  of  bonds  for 
preferred  stodc  will  not  be  approved  by  the  Missouri  Commission,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  authority  to  approve  the  issuance  of  bonds 
for  such  purpose.  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Service  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
538. 

8.  Hie  New  Jersey  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  approve  or  dis- 
approve the  issuance  of  bonds  by  a  foreign  corporation  that  encumber 
leasehold  interests  in  railroads  in  the  state  operated  by  it  imder  fran- 
chises granted  by  the  stote.    Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  408. 

9.  The  New  York  Commission  has  authority  under  §  69  of  the 
Public  Service  Commissions  Law,  as  amended  in  1910,  to  approve,  in  a 
proper  case,  an  issue  of  securities  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance  of 
service  and  making  replacements,  provided  that  the  purposes  are  ex- 
pressly stated  and  certified  in  the  order,  and  the  transaction  is  safe- 
guarded by  requiring  the  due  and  timely  amortization  or  other  extin- 
guishment of  the  charges  thus  created.  Re  Binghamton  Light,  Heat  &  P. 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  769. 

10.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Maine  Commission  to  permit  an  enter- 
prise to  be  financed  entirely  from  the  sale  of  bonds,  and  to  allow  the 
stock  to  be  issued  without  definite  consideration  therefor  either  as  a 
bonus  with  the  bonds  or  otherwise.  Re  Eastern  Maine  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  260. 

5.  Necessity  of  approval  by  Commission, 

11.  Stock  subscribed  for  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Act,  but  issued  thereafter  without  the  authorization  of 
the  Commission,  is  void.  Re  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
272. 

12.  A  waiver  by  a  railroad,  as  guarantor  of  notes,  of  the  right  to 
claim  that  an  agreement,  making  an  immaterial  change  in  the  power 
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iof  the  drawer  to  deal  with  the  collateral,  will  vitiate  the  guaranty,  is 
not  a  new  guaranty  which  the  Connecticut  Ck>n]mi&sion  hajs  jurisdiction 
to  approve,  since  the  change  xxi  the  drawer's  power  will  not  impair  the 
guaranty.     Re  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  (Conn.)   P.U.R.1916F,  12. 

13.  A  contract  between  a  street  railway  company  and  a  town  where- 
by the  former  is  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  paving  a  street 
through  which  the  railway  passes,  some  payments  thereon  to  be  inade 
more  than  twelve  months  from  date,  is  an  evidence  of  indebtedness 
within  §  35  of  the  Maine  Utilities  Act  requiring  the  approval  of  the 
Commission.     Re  Oxford  Electric  Co.    (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  923. 

14.  The  Arizona  statute  (If  2327  (a),  chapter  XI.  Rev.  Stat.  1913) 
providing  that  no  corporation  shall  encumber  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  its  railroad  without  the  consent  of  the  Commission  cannot  be  held 
inapplicable  to  bonds  to  reimburse  a  railroad  company  for  expenditures 
in  acquiring  Oregon  property,  although  the  bonds  are  not  to  be  issued 
in  Arizona  or  to  be  payable  there,  and  are  not  to  be  secured  by  any 
lien  on  the  company's  Arizona  property,  where  it  does  not  appear  wheth- 
er, in  the  event  of  a  foreclosure,  a  deficiency  judgment  might  not  be 
taken  against  other  property,  or  what  relation  the  bond  issue  bears  to 
the  whole  property  of  the  railroad.  Re  Southern  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  8. 

15.  Equipment  trust  certificates  are  within  the  purview  of  the  Ari- 
zona statute  (Rev.  Stat.  1913,  chap.  11,  §§  2327,  2328)  providing 
that  a  railroad  shall  not  encumber  any  part  of  its  system  without  the 
Commission's  consent,  although  the  trustee  is  a  nonresident,  the  cer- 
tificates are  not  to  be  issued  or  payable  in  Arizona,  and  the  trust 
agreement  and  railroad  lease  of  the  trust  rolling  stock  are  not  a  lien 
upon  any  property  permanently  located  in  Arizona,  where  the  equip- 
ment will  be  used  upon  an  affiliated  line  wholly  intrastate  in  Character 
and  for  intrastate  trafiic  on  the  lessee's  interstate  lines,  as  well  as  for 
purely  interstate  traffic.    Re  Southern  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  776. 

///.  Effect  of  authorization, 

16.  The  approval  by  the  Commission  of  an  issue  of  consolidation 
bonds  is  not  objectionable  as  indicating  a  meritorious  investment,  the 
Public  Service  Law  not  indirectly  guarantying  the  safety  of  authorized 
securities,  and  expressly  stating  that  the  state  does  not  guarantee 
any  securities  authorized  by  the  act.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  £• 
Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  762. 

IV.  Conversion  of  bonds  into  stocU, 

17.  A  plan  for  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad  which  confers  upon 
bondholders  the  right  to  convert  5  per  cent  bonds  into  6  per  cent  pre- 
ferred stock  without  the  consent  of  the  holders  of  the  common  stock  is 
inconsistent  with  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  statute  governing 
the  issue  of  preferred  stock  by  railroad  corporations.  Re  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

18.  Stockholders'  consent  to  a  mortgage  securing  convertible  bonds 
does  not  extend  to  a  reissue  of  undisposed-of  bonds  and  a  new  issue  of 
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the  tame  tenor,  dated  alter  tke  expiration  of  the  time  for  conTersibn 
fixed  in  the  mortgage  and  proriding  for  a  higher  rate  of  conversion, 
in  so  far  as  the  date  and  the  time  of  conTersion  are  changed,  and 
therefore  a  new  consent  is  required.  Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.UJ1.1916D,  113. 

19.  A  railroad  mortgage  securing  convertible  bonds  cannot  be  issued 
under  the  New  York  Laws  unless  consented  to  by  the  owners  of  at  least 
two  thirds  of  the  outstanding  stock,  irrespective  of  whether  the  con- 
sent is  given  in  writing  or  by  a  vote  at  a  special  meeting.  Re  Erie  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916D,  113. 

20.  The  fact  that  a  special  meeting  to  vote  on  an  issue  of  securities 
to  pay  debts  is,  under  a  by-law  empowering  less  than  a  quorum  to  ad- 
journ "until  holders  of  the  amount  of  stock  requisite  to  attend  a  quorum 
shall  attend,''  adjourned  by  the  owners  of  200  shares  of  stock,  to  a  day 
which  they  know  is  beyond  the  maturity  of  the  debt,  after  waiting  only 
twenty  minutes  beyond  the  hour  fixed  for  the  meeting,  does  not,  so  far 
as  a  Public  Service  Commission's  approval  of  the  issue  is  concerned, 
render  void  a  meeting  of  the  representatives  of  1,000,000  shares  held 
two  minutes  after  such  adjournment  and  while  the  minority  is  present, 
but  not  participating.  Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
113. 

21.  Subdivision  10  of  §  8  of  the  New  York  Railroad  Law  authorizes 
the  conversion  of  railroad  bonds  into  stock  at  less  than  its  par  value, 
provided  tiie  price  is  not  less .  than  the  market  value  of  the  stock 
at  the  time  of  the  stockholders'  eonsent  to  the  bond  issue.  Re  Erie  R 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  113. 

22.  Conversion  of  railroad  bonds  into  stock  at  50  per  cent  of  the 
par  value  thereof  may  be  authorized  although  such  a  rate  of  conversion 
would  ordinarily  be  objectionable,  where  it  appears  that  it  is  necessary 
to  increase  the  marketability  of  the  bonds  so*  as  to  provide  for  press- 
ing obligations,  that  the  board  of  directors  unanimously  approve,  that 
no  other  plan  is  feasible  in  the  judgment  of  competent  banking  authori- 
ties, that  1,183,858  shares  of  the  outstanding  stock  of  1,762,713  shares 
consent  while  only  250  shares  object,  and  that  the  profit  and  loss  ac- 
count can  meet  the  burden  of  the  discount  resulting  from  the  conver- 
sion and  still  show  a  substantial  surplus.  Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  113. 

23  The  Erie  Railroad  Company  was  authorized  to  issue  .$28,000,000 
4  per  cent  fifty-year  bonds  to  be  convertible  into  conmion  stock  at  the 
rate  of  $50  per  share,  and  to  be  sold  at  85,  the  proceeds  to  be  used  to 
pay  and  refund  notes  and  to  reimburse  the  treasury  for  money  ex- 
pended for  capitalizable  purposes;  and  to  issue  $56,000,000  stock  for 
the  conversion.    Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  113. 

F.  Stocic  dividends, 

24.  Stock  may  be  issued  as  a  dividend  against  a  surplus  accum- 
ulated from  reasonable  rates  without  pay^ient  of  dividends  or  salaries, 
the  stock  representing  more  money  in  the  plant  than  its  par  value.  Re 
Mars  Hill  &  B.  Electric  Light  &  Water  Cb.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916C,  603. 

25.  Stock  can  be  issued  as  a  dividend  under  the  negative  provision 
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of  §  37  of  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  Aet,  that  a  stook  dividend  eannot 
be  declared  without  the  Commission's  consent,  althou^^  such  an  issue 
is  not  within  the  affirmatiye  provision  of  t  36,  which  declares  the 
purposes  for  which  stock  can  be  issued,  since  the  latter  section  applies 
only  to  the  issue  of  securities  to  secure  new  capital.  Be  Mars  Hill  & 
B.  Electric  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916C,  603. 

26.  An  issue  of  common  stock  as  a  dividend  against  surplus  to  be 
used  to  retire  bonds  for  sinking-fund  purposes  will  not  be  permitted 
where  it  appears  that  bonds  and  preferred  stock  exceed  the  reproduc- 
tion cost  less  depreciation  of  the  properties,  that  a  large  amount  of 
bond  and  stock  discounts  are  unamortized,  that  an  adequate  deprecia- 
tion reserve  is  not  maintained,  and  that  there  will  be  practically  no 
surplus  fund  after  paying  for  the  bonds  and  deducting  other  sinking- 
fund  reserves.    Re  Pacific  Gas  &  K  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1016D,  276. 

VM,  Purpose, 

a.  In  general. 

27.  Bonds  may  be  issued  to  redeem  and  cancel  preferred  stock  which 
was  issued  in  payment  of  delinquent  bond  interest.  Re  Vincennes  Water 
Supply  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  280. 

28.  The  issuance  of  stock  by  a  co-operative  telephone  company  to 
qualify  future  applicants  under  rules  limiting  service  to  stockholders, 
and  providing  for  the  sale  of  stock  to  meet  the  cost  of  extensions  and  for 
the  assessment  of  expenses  against  subscribers,  is  c<msistent  with  the 
public  welfare.  Re  Somerset  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  785. 

29.  In  the  absence  of  a  statement  sufficient  to  enable  the  California 
Commission  to  specify  the  purposes  for  which  the  proceeds  of  a  deben- 
ture issue  may  be  used,  the  Commission  may  authorize  the  issue  in  the 
amount  asked  for,  on  condition  that  the  proceeds  shall  be  used  only  as 
thereafter  specified  in  a  supplementary  order.  Re  Qreat  Western  Power 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 

30.  The  California  Commission  cannot  authorize  the  use  of  proceeds 
of  security  issues  of  a  holding  company,  for  additions  and  betterments 
to  properties  about  to  be  acquired  by  it.  Re  Great  Western  Power 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJL1916B,  583. 

5.  Overhead  expenses, 

30a.  The  Maine  Commission  authorized  the  issuance  of  bonds  to  pay 
organization  and  engineering  expenses,  to  complete  surveys,  to  acquire 
right  of  way  and  terminal  sites,  and  to  make  some  start  toward  clear- 
ing the  right  of  way,  although  the  company  has  no  physical  property, 
and  merely  the  preliminary  organization  and  promotion  work  had  been 
done,  and  only  ^we  shares  of  the  stock  had  been  sold— one  to  each  of  the 
directors.    Re  Eastern  Miaine  Jl.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  260. 

31.  The  Maine  Commission  authorized  the  issuance  of  $100,000  in 
stock  to  the  principal  promoter  of  the  railroad,  who  had  diligently  and 
in  good  faith  worked  to  further  the  construction  of  the  road,  although 
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the  railroad  eompany  had  no  aaeets  and  only  the  preliminary  organiza- 
tion and  engineering  work  had  been  done,  such  stock  to  be  issued  only 
as  different  parts  of  the  work  were  completed.  Be  Eastern  Maine  R. 
Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  260. 

e.  Operating  expenses* 

32.  Duty  to  future  investors  will  prevoit  the  exercise  of  the  discre- 
tion under  §  55  of  the  Public  Service  law  to  allow  bonds  to  be  issued 
against  operating  expenditures,  where  there  is  no  chance  that  the  bonds 
can  be  amortized  out  of  income,  and  small  chance  that  any  interest  can 
be  paid,  although  there  may  be  strong  equitable  features  compelling 
the  issue.  Re  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  651. 

33.  Street  railway  refunding  bonds  may  be  issued  aa  a  matter  of 
right  under  §  55  of  the  Public  Service  law  as  a  composition  with 
creditors  only  in  so  far  as  the  debts  represent  capital,  and  not  operat- 
ing charges.  Re  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  551. 

VII,  Amount. 

a.  In  general* 

34.  A  statute  denying  to  a  utility  the  right  to  issue  bonds  for 
property  except  at  its  true  mon^  value  is  complied  with  where  the  face 
value  of  such  bonds  plus  underlying  bonds,  whose  payment  is  assumed, 
equal  the  money  value  of  the  property.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  & 
E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

35.  Merely  the  value  of  properties  acquired,  and  not  the  value  of 
all  the  utility  property,  should  be  considered  in  authorizing  an  issui* 
of  securities  under  §  75  of  the  Missouri  Public  Service  Commissions  law 
to  acquire  the  properties.  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Service  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  538. 

36.  A  subsidiary  company,  organized  to  finance  extensions  for  the 
parent  operating  company,  cannot  issue  a  larger  amount  of  securities 
to  pay  lor  the  same  than  the  latter  could  issue  if  it  owned  the  prop- 
erties.   Re  Ashuelot  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916D,  72. 

37.  Upon  the  merger  of  telephone  companies,  a  capitalization  of 
$1,556,500  of  bonds,  $1,900,000  of  preferred  stock,  and  $1,150,000  of 
common  stock,  is  not  excessive,  where  it  appears  that  the  Commission 
fixed  the  value  of  the  properties  at  $3,999,820.36,  including  $400,000 
new  money  furnished  in  the  merger;  that  the  value  on  capitalizing  the 
income  at  5  per  cent  and  6  per  cent,  after  an  adequate  allowance  for 
depreciation,  is,  respectively,  $4,986,136  and  $4,155,113.33;  that  the 
companies  have  an  investment  in  the  properties  of  $2,800,000  excluding 
the  new  money;  and  that  the  amount  of  stock,  bonds,  and  new  money  is 
less  than  the  prior  outstanding  capitalization.  Re  Indianapolis  Teleph. 
Ck>.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

38.  An  objection  to  the  issuance  of  securities  beyond  the  amount 
necessary  for  the  purchase  of  a  plant  to  be  taken  over  upon  consolida- 
tion of  public  utilities  based  upon  the  theory  that  any  increase  in 
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capitalization  will  have  to  be  met  by  the  rate  payers,  b  not  valid, 
where  there  will  be  no  material  increase  in  the  capitalisation  of  the 
combined  companies,  and  where,  under  the  utilities  act,  the  rates  are 
controlled  by  the  fair  value  of  the  property,  and  not  by  the  capitaliza- 
tion.   Re  Oxford  Electric  Ck).  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  519. 

39.  Tlie  Oxford  Electric  Company  was  authorized  to  issue  300  shares 
of  noncumulative  6  per  cent  preferred  stock,  dividends  payable  semi- 
annually, in  payment  of  the  property  of  the  Mechanic  Falls  Electric 
Light  Company,  and  was  further  authorized  to  mortgage  its  property 
to  secure  an  issue  of  $250,000  par  value  5  per  cent  bonds,  and  to  sell 
such  bonds  of  the  value  of  $175,000  at  not  less  than  90,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discharging  certain  bonded  and  other  indebtedness  of  the  two 
companies,  any  excess  received  from  the  issue  of  such  bonds  to  be  dis- 
posed by  further  order  of  the  Conmiission.  Re  Oxford  Electric  Co. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  519. 

40.  One  utility  may  be  authorized  to  issue  bonds  to  purchase  prop- 
erty from  another  at  a  price  in  excess  of  its  value,  which  will  result 
in  better  service,  and  to  cover  the  expense  of  the  bond  sale  and  dis- 
count; provided  that  the  excess  is  not  charged  to  operating  expense 
or  to  capital,  but,  together  with  the  expense  of  the  bond  sale  and  dis- 
count, is  amortized  out  of  income  or  charged  to  profit  and  loss.  Re 
Tyrone  Electric  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  708. 

41.  Upon  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad,  the  Missouri  Commission 
refused  to  approve  the  issuance  of  stock  and  bonds  as  a  bonus  upon  the 
exchange  of  securities  in  the  old  company  for  securities  in  the  new 
company,  where  the  fair  value  of  the  property  did  not  warrant  the  issue 
of  any  additional  securities.  Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F, 
49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

42.  The  California  Commission  will  not  authorize  unconditionally  the 
issuance  of  capital  stock  of  one  company  to  be  exchanged  for  tliat  of 
another  in  pursuance  of  a  refinancing  plan,  so  long  as  the  par  value 
is  stated  on  the  certificate,  unless  the  Conunission  is  convinced  that 
the  stock  represents  value  in  accordance  with  the  established  practice 
of  the  Commission,  although  the  original  stock  was  lawfully  issued  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Utilities  law,  and  the  applicant  could  not 
carry  its  financial  plan  forward  unless  the  entire  issue  asked  for  were 
authorized;  but  such  an  application  may  be  granted,  provided  that  each 
certificate  contain  a  printed  statement  that  the  issue  was  authorized  by 
the  Commission  imder  the  peculiar  necessities  of  the  case,  without 
knowledge  of  whether  it  represented  tangible  value.  Re  Great  Western 
Power  Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1016B,  583. 

43.  The  California  Commission  refused  to  allow  the  Western  Pa- 
cific Railroad  to  capitalize  the  sum  of  $2,350,000  to  cover  reorganiza- 
tion expenses,  taxes,  receiver's  claims,  counsel  fees,  etc.,  rather  than 
$2,000,000  originally  allowed  for  that  purpose,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  receiver's  claims  and  counsel  fees  were  exorbitant.  Re  Western  P. 
R.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  483. 

44.  The  amoimt  of  a  depreciation  fund  invested  by  a  utility  in  ex- 
tensions, additions,  and  improvements  was  deducted  from  the  total 
amount  expended  for  such  purpose  in  authorizing  an  issue  of  securities 
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t*  paj  the  iBdebtedneBa  inenrred.    Be  Exeter  A  H.  Electric  Co.  (K.  H.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  6». 

h.  Br^pcrHott  of  BtO€^  to  l>9nda. 

45.  Bonda  whoee  payment  is  assumed  by  a  utility  must  be  included 
in  determining  whether  a  proposed  issue  of  other  bonds  is  within  Mo. 
Rev.  Stat.  1909,  §  2981,  prohibiting  the  issuance  of  bonds  in  excess 
of  the  authorized  capital  stock.  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Service  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  538. 

46.  A  mortgage  providing  for  a  future  issuance  of  bonds  in  excess 
of  the  authorized  capital  stock  on  the  date  of  the  mortgage  is  not  an 
indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1909,  §  2981,  limit- 
ing a  utility's  bonded  indebtedness  to  the  amount  of  its  authorized  capi- 
tal, especially  where  the  mortgage  restricts  any  bond  issue  to  the 
amount  of  the  stock.  Re  Missouri  Cras  A  E.  Service  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  538. 

47.  A  utility  prohibited  from  issuing  bonds  in  excess  of  capital  stock 
may,  under  statutory  authority  to  issue  refunding  bonds,  issue  bonds 
to  retire  a  valid  original  issue,  although  an  intermediate  issue  may  be 
illegal  to  the  extent  that  the  total  exceeds  the  outstanding  stock.  Re 
York  Shore  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.19iaC,  826. 

48.  The  reasonableness  of  the  proportion  of  bonds  to  stock  may  be 
determined,  in  authorizing  a  bond  issue  to  effect  a  consolidation,  by 
consideration  of  the  customary  or  usual  proportion,  and  whether  the 
fixed  charges  from  all  bonds  of  the  consolidated  company  will  impair 
the  ability  to  maintain  efficiently  the  property  and  to  secure  capital  for 
additions  and  betterments.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  ft  E.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

49.  The  proportion  of  78.3  per  cent  of  bonds  to  the  capitalization 
of  a  consolidation  is  reasonable,  it  appearing  that  the  customary  pro- 
portion in  corporation  financing  is  80  per  cent,  and  that  the  consoli- 
dated company  will  have  to  pay  interest  of  only  $928,620  against  gross 
revenue  of  $1,186,758.41,  without  any  aid  of  economies.  Re  Northern 
Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

VIII.  Sale  price. 

50.  A  statute  prohibiting  any  "corporation  of  this  state"  that  has 
acquired  a  franchise  to  use  any  highway  or  public  place  within  the  state, 
from  selling  its  bonds  at  less  than  80  per  cent  of  their  par  value,  does 
not  apply  to  a  foreign  corporation  operating  a  railroad  within  the  state 
as  a  lessee,  nor  does  sudi  statute  indicate  a  general  state  policy  as  to 
the  issuance  of  bonds  by  all  corporations  that  might  be  subject  to  legis- 
lative control  of  the  state,  so  that  the  Commission  should  refuse  its 
approval  of  an  issue  of  bonds  by  a  foreign  corporation  to  be  sold  at  less 
than  80  per  cent  of  their  par  value.  Re  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  408. 

51.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  approved  the  issue  of  general  Hen 
4  per  cent  bonds  to  be  sold  at  70  and  substituted  for  7  per  cent  bonds, 
although  the  bonds  imposed  an  encumbrance  upon  leasehold  interests 
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in  railroads  and  franchises  in  the  state  to  which  they  were  not  pre- 
viously subject,  and  the  purpose  of  the  issue  had  no  direct  relation  to 
such  roads  except  that  they  formed  a  part  of  a  railroad  system  operated 
and  financed  as  a  whole.   Be  Erie  R.  CkK  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.191dF,  408. 

62.  The  policy  of  the  California  Commission  not  to  authorize  stock 
to  be  sold  at  less  than  80  to  86  applies  to  the  reissuance  of  stock  bought 
in  at  an  assessment  sale.  Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJt. 
1916C,  779. 

'  63.  Hie  selling  price  of  new  capital  stock  issued  to  pay  5)  per  cent 
notes  held  by  a  corporation  owning  all  the  original  stock  was  fixed  at 
160  rather  than  126,  where  it  appeared  that  the  company  had  been  pay- 
ing dividends  at  the  rate  of  12  per  cent,  and  it  was  reasonable  to  as- 
sume that  the  stock  would  receive  at  the  issue  price  proposed  by  the 
company  a  return  considerably  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  carrying  the 
debt.  Re  Gloucester  Gaslight  Co.  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  E.  L.  Comrs.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  60. 

64.  Bonds  to  pay  for  the  preliminary  engineering  and  organization 
work  of  a  railroad,  where  the  company  had  no  physical  property,  were 
authorized  to  be  sold  at  86,  since  the  investment  was  distinctively  specu- 
lative, and  liberal  inducement  for  the  purchase  of  the  bonds  was  neces- 
sary, and  the  Commission  preferred  it  to  be  in  the  form  of  a  low  price 
for  bonds  rather  than  in  stock  as  a  bonus.  Re  Eastern  Maine  R.  Ca 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  260. 

IX.  Authorization  of  isBues. 

66.  An  electric  utility  was  autiiorized  to  issue  stock  at  $26  per 
share  par  value  to  the  amount  of  $10,000  for  the  purpose  of  expending 
$600  to  purchase  the  interest  of  the  owner  of  an  ineompleted  electrie 
plant  and  $9,600  to  construct  and  equip  the  plant.  Re  Giguere  (N.  H.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  30. 

66.  The  Ashuelot  Gas  &  Electric  Company  was  authorized  to  issue 
$30,000  common  stock  and  $30,000  6  per  cent  preferred  stock,  both  to  be 
sold  at  par,  and  $40,000  par  value  6  per  cent  thirty-two  year  mortgage 
bonds,  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than  90,  the  proceeds  to  be  used  to  pay 
for  past,  and  to  provide  for  future,  extensions  and  additions;  any  bond 
discount,  which  a  parent  operating  company  is  to  repay,  to  be  consid- 
ered as  part  of  the  proceeds.  Re  Ashuelot  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  72. 

67.  The  Empire  Gas  &  Electric  Company  was  authorized  to  issue 
$72,000  par  value  of  its  6  per  cent  30-year  joint  first  and  refunding 
mortgage  gold  bonds  to  be  sold  for  not  less  than  85  per  cent  of  their 
par  value  and  accrued  interest,  proceeds  to  be  used  for  new  construc- 
tion.   Re  Empire  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  684. 

58.  The  Bronx  Gas  &  Electric  Company  was  authorized  to  reim- 
burse its  treasury,  out  of  the  proceeds  realized  from  the  sale  of  bonds, 
to  the  amount  of  $16,880.06  expended  from  income  for  construction, 
extension  and  improvements  of  its  plant.  Re  Bronx  Gras  &  E.  Co. 
<N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  440. 

69.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $12,000  par  value  of 
stock  and  $8,000  par  value  of  bonds  in  payment  for  a  plant  of  an  as- 
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certained  value  of  $20,000»  where  the  rerennes  would  be  sufficient  for 
normal  operating  ezpenBes,  maintenance  and  depreciation^  and  fixed 
charges  on  a  reasonable  amount  of  funded  debt.  Be  Broken  Bow  Gas 
Co.    (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916A,  936. 

00.  The  Vincennes  Water  Supply  Company  was  authorized  to  issue 
$317,900  par  value  twenty-year  6  per  cent  gold  bonds,  to  refund  an 
equal  amount  of  bonds,  notes,  and  preferred  stock.  Re  Vincennee  Water 
Supply  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19160,  230. 

61.  A  water  company  was  authorised  to  issue  $150,000  par  value  of 
common  stock  for  the  capitalization  of  earnings  expended  in  the  ac- 
quisition of  property  and  the  construction,  extension,  maintenance,  and 
improvement  of  facilities,  and  an  additional  amount  of  $400,000  par 
value,  the  issues  to  be  sold  to  net  not  less  than  $450,000,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  used  for  the  payment  of  unfunded  debt,  the  purchase  of 
water  meters,  the  construction  of  a  new  reservoir,  and  for  other  corpo- 
rate purposes  to  be  subsequently  approved  by  the  Commission.  Re 
Washington  County  Water  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.R.1916A,  606. 

62.  A  public  utility  was  authorized  to  issue  274,986  shares  of  com- 
mon capital  stock  of  the  value  of  $100  per  share  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
iinancing  and  consolidating  certain  California  electric  properties,  and 
to  issue  $5,000,000  face  value  ten-year  6  per  cent  convertible  gold  de- 
bentures to  net  not  less  than  91,  the  proceeds  to  be  used  only  for  pur- 
poses to  be  approved  by  the  Commission;  and  to  issue  7  per  cent  pre- 
ferred stock  at  not  less  than  95  in  such  amount  as  might  be  required  to 
be  issued  in  exchange  for  debentures  as  provided  for  in  its  debenture 
agreement.    Re  Great  Western  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  583. 

63.  The  Montpelier  &  Barre  Light  &  Power  Compcuiy  was  author- 
ized to  issue  $195,000  par  value  of  first  refunding  mortgage  5  per  cent 
thirty-year  convertible  gold  bonds,  to  be  sold  for  cash  at  not  less  than 
85  per  cent  of  face  value  and  accrued  interest,  the  proceeds  to  be  ap- 
plied on  accoimt  of  the  purchase  price  of  all  the  stock  of  the  Waterbury 
Light  k  Power  Company,  on  condition  that  the  latter  company  is  oper- 
ated by  the  former;  and,  pending  a  sale  of  the  bonds,  to  pledge  them 
as  security  for  loans,  to  purchase  the  stock,  upon  notes  maturing  in 
less  than  one  year  from  date,  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  in  such  case  to 
be  used  to  retire  the  notes;  and  to  issue  $105,000  par  value  of  said 
bonds  in  exchange  of  an  equal  amoimt  of  bonds  of  the  latter  company, 
for  the  purpose  of  retiring  the  latter  bonds.  Re  Montpelier  &  B.  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  973. 

64.  Upon  organization,  a  gas  company  was  authorized  to  use  $473,- 
700  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  stock  and  bonds  for  the  acquisition 
of  property  and  the  construction,  of  facilities,  $67,928  of  the  proceeds 
for  engineering,  superintendence,  omissions,  interest  during  construc- 
tion, and  legal  expenses,  $50,000  of  the  proceeds  for  working  capital  and 
development  expenses  (provided  that  such  part  of  this  fimd  as  is  not 
required  for  said  piurposes  shall  be  used  for  the  retirement  of  bonds, 
or  in  extensions,  improvements,  or  additions  to  facilities),  and  $38,372 
of  the  proceeds  for  organization,  promotional,  financing,  and  general 
expenses  and  salaries  and  expenses  until  operation  is  begun  (provided 
that  no  part  of  this  amount  shall  be  expended,  except  as  needed  for 
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actual  expenses,  until  construction  is  actually  begun  and  then  onlj  in 
proportion  as  the  work  progresses).  Re  Southiem  Illinois  Gas  Co. 
(111.)    P.U.R.1916C,  704. 

65.  The  Binghamton  Light,  Heat,  &  Power  Company  was  author- 
ized to  execute  a  mortgage  open  as  to  amount;  to  issue  $798,000  face 
value  of  thirty-year  gold  bonds  secured  thereby,  of  which  $500,000  are 
to  be  sold  at  90  and  accrued  interest,  and  $298,000  at  not  less  than 
87 i  and  accrued  interest;  to  issue  $280,300  par  value  of  6  per  cent 
cumulative  preferred  stock;  upon  its  agreement  to  correct  its  fixed 
capital  and  other  accounts  to  conform  with  the  requirement  of  the  imi- 
form  system  of  accounts  for  electrical  corporations;  to  set  up  and 
maintain  an  adequate  reserve  for  accrued  amortization  of  capital;  and 
to  amortize  through  earnings  any  deficiency  in  assets,  including  a  de- 
flciency  in  its  reserve  as  compared  with  liabilities,  the  amortization  to 
be  in  the  manner  and  at  the  rate  prescribed  by  the  Commission;  the 
proceedB  from  the  issues  to  be  used,  $449,000  for  the  reacquisition  of 
its  first  refunding  5  per  cent  gold  bonds,  $150,000  for  the  exchange  of 
noncumulative  6  per  cent  preferred  ^tock  on  the  basis  of  par  for  par, 
$288,338.48  for  the  discharge  of  promissory  notes,  $77,300  for  proposed 
expenditures  for  additions  and  betterments,  and  $26,411.53  for  working 
capital.  Re  Binghamton  Light,  H^t  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJl. 
1916C,  769. 

X.  Bescission  of  authority  to  issue. 

66.  An  order  duly  made,  authorizing  an  additional  issue  of  bonds, 
will  not  be  revoked  imless  it  was  granted  in  misapprehension  of  essen- 
tial facts  or  unless  the  applicant  acted  in  bad  faith.  Shiebler  v.  Suf- 
folk Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (N,  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  70. 

67.  The  fact  that  a  utility  agrees  to  pay  a  contractor  10  per  cent  in 
addition  to  the  cost  of  direct  labor  and  material  used  in  an  extension, 
and  that  the  contracting  company  is  affiliated  with  the  utility,  is  not  a 
ground  for  revocation  of  an  order  authorizing  an  additional  issue  of 
bonds  to  pay  for  the  extension,  where  the  10  per  cent  charge  reim- 
burses the  contractor  for  out-of-pocket  expenditures  not  specifically  billed 
against  the  work,  where  no  advantage  is  taken  of  the  affiliation  to  reap 
an  undue  profit,  and  where  the  bonds  could  not  have  been  sold  on  favor- 
able terms  and  the  extension  made  without  the  contractor's  assistance. 
Shiebler  v.  Suffolk  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  70. 

68.  The  discretion  of  gas  utility  directors,  not  manifestly  exercised 
in  bad  faith  or  at  least  in  plain  disregard  of  the  rights  of  the  public 
or  the  owners,  will  not  be  overruled  by  revocation  of  an  order  authoriz- 
ing an  additional  issue  of  bonds  to  pay  for  an  authorized  extension, 
merely  because  not  inunediately  remunerative.  Shiebler  v.  Suffolk  Gas 
&  E.  L.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  70. 


XI.  Procedure, 

liecessity  of  findings  of  fact  and  rulings  of  law  to  support  security  issue 
valuation,  see  Appeal  aitd  Review,  14. 
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When  order  cannot  be  made  upon  application  for  authority  to  sefl 

utility  property  and  issue  securities  therefor,  see  Conboltoation, 

Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  7. 
Expediency  of  ownership  of  transmission  line  connecting  three  systems 

by  new  company,  not  an  issue  in  application  for  approval  of  aecur* 

ity  issues  for  new  company,  see  Intebgobporatb  Rn^ATiONS,  2. 
Consideration  by  Commission  of  informal  protest  against  security  issues, 

see  Procedure,  8. 
Determination  of  reasonableness  of  rates  for  consideration  in  security 

issue  valuation,  see  Rates,  41. 
Duty  of  Commission  to  make  physical  valuation  of  property  for  security 

issue  purposes,  see  Valuation,  14. 

69.  Commissions  should  give  applications  relating  to  the  issuance  of 
securities  the  earliest  attention  possible.  Re  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  81. 

70.  The  Vermont  Commission  will  not  authorize  an  issuance  of  capi- 
tal stock  upon  the  mere  statement  that  it  is  to  be  for  cash,  or  upon 
the  further  indefinite  statement  that  the  proceeds  are  to  be  used  to  buy 
water  rights  and  for  promotion  and  engineering  expenses.  Re  Central 
Vermont  Power  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916D,  270. 

71.  An  issue  of  securities  to  build  a  suspended  monorail  railroad 
line  will  not  be  authorized  in  the  absence  of  a  satisfactory  showing 
of  the  location,  construction  cost,  earnings,  operating  revenues,  and 
salability  of  bonds.  Re  Clear  Lake  Suspended  Monorail  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.19ieE,  392. 

72.  A  bondholder  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  application  for  authority 
to  issue  additional  bonds,  where  it  is  not  required  by  the  Commission's 
rules  of  practice,  uid  where  the  mortgage  conditions  the  additional  issue 
solely  upon  the  requirements  of  the  corporation  as  determined  by  its 
directors  and  approved  by  the  Commission.  Shiebler  v.  Suffolk  Gas  &,  E. 
L.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  70. 

73.  A  hearing  upon  the  application  of  a  railroad  company  for  per- 
mission to  issue  securities  to  refund  indebtedness  to  another  company  for 
capital  expenditures  will  not  be  adjourned,  pending  the  determination  of 
a  minority  stockholder's  accoimting*suit  affecting  part  of  the  indebted- 
ness, where  such  stockholders  have  failed  to  show  to  the  Commission 
that  the  indebtedness  was  not  properly  incurred  or  that  the  method  of 
liquidation  is  improper,  since  such  an  adjournment  would  be  tanta- 
mount to  an  injunction,  a  relief  which  should  and  could  be  obtained 
from  the  court  if  complainant's  interests  were  likely  to  be  jeopardized 
by  the  issuance  of  the  securities  asked  for.  Re  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  81. 

SEGBEGATIOK. 

See  Appobtionment. 


8SXX0TMBN. 

Town  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  rail- 
road tracks  under  Vermont  statute,  see  Parties,  9. 
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Free  service  to  seller  of  plant  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimina- 
TION,  51. 

BEMIOOlfVERTIBLE  0AB8« 

More  economical  than  open  street  cart,  see  Rxtubk,  47. 

SEPARATE    FAMILIES. 

Separate  minimum  charge  to  each  family  although  occupying  house 
on  same  lot,  see  Rates,  96. 

SEPARATIOK    OF    GRADES. 

See  CBOSSI.NQS,  16-19. 

SERVICE. 

/.  In  general,  i— 4. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commissions,  5— 5i« 
a.  In  general,  5— «5. 
5.  Extension  of  service,  9^18, 

c.  Abandonment  of  service,  19-^6. 

d.  <yver  meters  and  service  oonnectiotts,  27,  28, 

e.  Physical  connection  of  telephones,  29-^4L, 

f.  Physical  connection  of  railroads,  35,  36, 

g.  Service  of  particular  utility,  37— 5i. 

1.  Electricity,  37. 

2.  Railroads,  38-^9. 

(a)  In  general,  38^-43. 

(h)   Over  interstate  service,  44,  45. 

(c)  Loading  facilities,  46, 

(d)  Reconstruction  of  branch  Unes,  47—4^. 

3.  Street  railways,  50. 

4.  Telephones,  61. 
Ill,  Extension  of  service,  62-^97, 

a.  In  general,  S2~^9.     . 

b.  Power  of  court,  60. 

c.  Extension  by  municipal  plant,  61^-03. 

d.  Duty  as  affected  by  prospective  return,  64— SO. 

1.  In  general,  04—74. 

2.  Utility  having  monopoly,  75— 7P. 

3.  Extension  by  gas  company  into  territory  served 

with  electricity,  80. 

e.  Particular  conditions  imposed  on  consumer,  81^86. 

1.  Guaranty  of  return  from  extension,  81^-85. 

2.  Purchase  of  stock  in  company,  86. 

/.  Expenses  of  extensions,  by  whom  borne,  87^-97, 

1.  In  general,  S7— 0;9. 

2.  Consumer  to  furnish  part  of  equipment,  93,  94. 

3.  Return  of  consumers*  depositSf  9S^97. 
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IV.  Abandonment  and  discontinuance,  98^109, 

a.  In  general f  9S^101*  > 

5.  Of  unprofitdbie  branch  or  part  o/  MervU>0f  10Z^105. 
c.  IHseontin'uance  to  affenMng  aonammerf  109^109, 
V.  Written  application  and  contract  for  BervicBf  1 19-^117 • 

a.  Applications,  110* 

b.  Contracts,  11 1^-117. 

1,  In  general,  lll'-llS, 

2.  With  municipalUies,  119r  1%7. 

VI.  Meters,  instruments  and  other  service  uecessories  and  eon* 
nections,  113-^140. 

a.  In  general,  IIS. 

b.  Care  of  equipment  on  oonswners*  premises,  119,  129, 

c.  Oumership  of  meters,  121'^12S. 

d.  Control  of  nteters,  129. 

e.  Accuracy  of  meters,  139. 

f.  Prepayment  meters,  131. 

g.  Devices  for  UmMino  use  of  eleetrMZgf  132,  138. 
h.  Service  connections,  134^141, 

i.  Tapping  charge,  142. 
VII.  Discrimination. 
VIII.  Service  by  partUmtar  utilUies,  149^9tf. 

a.  Electricity,  143—257. 

1.  In  general,  143^159. 

2.  Safety  of  equipment,  151,  152. 
S,  Hours  of  service,  153^156. 

4.  Requiring  umiver  of  fut/ure  damages,  167. 

b.  Express,  158. 
e.  Oas,  159^193. 

d*  Interurban  raihcaiys,  194^171. 

1.  In  general,  164,  195. 

2.  Oar  equipment  and  sanMtaUon,  199. 

3.  BMSh'hour  service,  197. 

4.  Headway,  198. 

5.  Stops,  199^171. 

e.  Irrigation  companies,  172 • 

f.  Natural  gas,  173^179. 

g.  BaUroads,  177-^217. 

1.  In  general,  i77— 17P. 

2.  Station  facilities,  189^192. 

(a)  In  general,  189^189. 

(b)  Access  to  station,  199. 

(c)  Location  of  station,  191. 

(d)  Keeping  of  station  open,  192. 

3.  Parcel  checking,  193. 

4.  Baggage,  194. 

5.  Facilities  for  loading  and  unloading,  195. 
9.  Passenger  train  service,  199-299. 

(a)  In  general,  199^295. 

(b)  Stoppage  of  interstate  trai/ns,  299. 


Digitized  by 


Qoo^Qi 


400  SERVICE,  L 

VIII.  g—^oniinuM. 

^      7.  Sleepino  car8,  207,  20B. 
S.  Freight  cars,  209^914. 
9.  Side  trodOes,  ;9i5-^J(7« 
h.  Steamship,  218,  219. 
i.  Street  railways,  220^238. 

1.  In  general,  220^225. 

2,  Stops,  220. 

8.  Car  equiptnent,  227. 

4.  Winter  service,  228,  229. 

5.  Hush  hour  service,  280-^82. 

0.  Car  operators,  233,  234. 

7.  Speed  restrictions,  285. 

8.  Calling  .streets,  234f. 

9.  Carriage  of  freight,  287,  288. 
j.  Telephones,  239^289. 

1.  In  general,  239-^46. 

2.  Conditions  lo  service,  240,  247. 

8.  Character  of  equipment,  248,  249. 

4.  Party  line,  260,  2S1. 

5.  Maintenance  of  lines  by  subscribers,  252. 

0.  Responsibility  for  inside  wiring,  253. 

7.  Physical  connection,  254^-204. 

8.  Hours  of  service,  205,  200. 

9.  Toll,  charge  as  service  regulation,  207, 

10.  Directories,  208. 

11.  Calling  subscribers  finding  line  busy,  209. 
le.  Turnpikes,  270. 

I.  Water,  271-295. 

1.  In  general,  271'^275. 

2.  Service  of  municipal  plant,  270. 
8.  PurUy,  277^^-28 1. 

4.  Pressure,  282. 

5.  Physical  connection,  283. 

0.  Installation  of  meters  to  avoid  waste,  284—289, 

7.  Installation  of  air  relief  valves  in  mains,  290. 

8.  Watering  gardens  and  latcns,  291. 

9.  Fire  protection,  292—294. 

10.  Furnishing  water  to  nonsubseriber,  295. 

I.  In  general. 

Failure  to  serve  as  ground  for  canceling  certificate  of  convenience,  see 
Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessitt,  20,  21. 

Consideration  of  adequacy  of  service  whon  authorizing  consolidation 
of  utility  plants,  see  Consolidation,  Mebobb,  and  Sale,  21,  22,  24, 
29-«6. 

Order  requiring  railroad  to  continue  interurban  service  voluntarily 
established  and  maintained  for  naany  years,  aa  denial  of  constitu- 
tional rights,  see  OoNSTirtmoNAL  L^lw,  10a. 
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Fine  for  refusal  to  obey  order  to  furnish  adequate  supply  of  natural 

gas,  see  Fines  a^^d  Penalties,  2. 
Mandamus  as  remedy  to  compel   street  railway  to  render  adequate 

service  in  compliance  with  Commission's  order,  see  Mandamus,  8. 
Right   to    mandamus    to   compel    efficient    serYice,    before    exhausting 

remedy  through  Commission,  see  Mandaaius,  9. 
Service  by  existing  utility  as  effecting  admission  of  competition,  see 

Monopoly  and  Competition,  16-23,  39-41. 
Necessity  of  party  plaintiff  having  interest  in,  see  Parties,  4. 
Payment  for  service,  see  Payment. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by  man- 
damus or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and  orders,  see 

Pbocedxjbe,  7. 
As  to  what  constitutes  public  service,  see  Public  Utilities,  37-39. 
Value  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  63-67. 
Cost  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  68-78. 
Character  of,  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  81. 
Increase  in  fares  not  allowed  without  showing  that  there  is  not  more 

service  given  than  traffic  justifies,  see  Rates,  166. 
Obtaining  additional  revenue  by  extending  service,  see  Rates,  255. 
Right  of  railway  to  increase  rates  to  reduce  operating  losses  rather  than  ' 

reduce  the  quality  of  service,  see  Retubn,  3. 
Consideration  that  plant  furnishes  same  service  as  if  it  were  new  in 

valuation,  see  Valuation,  1D8-113. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1061. 

1.  A  telephone  company  should  not  permit  subscribers  to  make 
repairs  and  replacements  and  deduct  the  cost  thereof  from  the  rental, 
since  such  practice  is  contrary  to  the  interest  of  good  service.  Re  River- 
view  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  442. 

2.  A  contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  schoolhouses  and  city  build- 
ings, in  consideration  of  a  transfer  of  stock  by  the  city,  does  not  in- 
clude educational  institutions  supported  by  the  state.  Commercial  Club 
V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

3.  A  carrier  cannot  excuse  its  failure  to  transport  or  deliver  a 
shipment  on  Monday  when  a  legal  holiday  falls  on  Sunday,  by  a  custom 
to  observe  that  day  as  a  holiday,  since  the  day  named  by  the  statute 
as  a  holiday  cannot  be  varied  by  evidence  of  a  custom  that  some  other 
day  was  observed.  Consumers*  Lignite  Co.  v.  Houston  k  T.  C.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916B,  284   (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  179  S.  W.  306). 

4.  Railroads  are  required  to  furnish  adequate  service  irrespective 
of  assurances  that  they  will  do  so  given  in  return  for  donations  by  the 
public  in  aid  of  construction.  Business  Men's  League  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916B,  223. 

II.  Jurisdiction,  powers ,  and  duties  of  Commissions, 

a.  In  general. 

To  pass  upon  question  whether  consumer  has  misappropriated  service, 
see  CotMMissiONS,  17. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 26. 
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Duty  to  determine  whether  lessee  can  furnish  adequate  service  upon 
application  of  approval  of  lease  of  telephone  plant,  see  Consoli- 
dation, Merger,  and  Sale,  13. 

6.  The  mere  fact  that  a  natural  gas  company  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion does  not  deprive  the  Oklahoma  Commission  of  jurisdiction  to  re- 
quire it  to  restore  service  which  has  been  improperly  cut  off.  Lenapah 
V.  Continental  Gas  Compressing  Corp.  (Okla.)  P.U.K.1916E,  685. 

6.  The  Ohio  Commission  cannot,  in  an  inquiry  as  to  the  reason- 
ableness of  rates  fixed  by  the  ordinance,  pass  upon  a  question  of  serv- 
ice such  as  the  reasonableness  of  an  ordinance  provision  requiring  a 
certain  minimum  fire^hydrant  pressure.  Re  ChilUcotbe  Gaslight  & 
Water  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

7.  An  irrigation  company  cannot  be  required  to  take  over  a  pri- 
vate ditch  although  it  has  an  option  on  it,  where  it  has  never  exercised 
the  option  or  operated  the  ditch,  and  the  users  thereof  do  not  offer  to 
pay  the  additional  cost  of  operating  it.  Fuller  v.  Fresno  Canal  & 
Irrig.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  360. 

8.  The  Maine  Commission  has  no  control  over  funds  collected  for 
poles  by  prospective  consumers  who  have  agreed  to  furnish  poles  if  an 
electric  utility  will  extend  service  to  them.  Churchill  v.  Winthrop  &  W. 
Light  A  P.  Co.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  752. 

h.  Extension  of  service. 

See  also  supra,  8. 

Extension  of  service  generally,  see  infra,  52-97. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  amounts  paid  for,  by  con- 
sumers, see  Reparation,  23,  24. 

9.  The  Maine  Commission  has  power  to  require  an  electric  com- 
pany, enjoying  a  monopoly,  to  make  reasonable  extensions.  Churchill 
V,  Winthrop  &  W.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  762. 

10.  The  Maine  Commission  may  institute  formal  proceedings  on  its 
own  motion  to  investigate  the  refusal  of  a  gas  company  to  extend  its 
mains  to  serve  a  single  applicant  whose  complaint  does  not  meet  S  41 
of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  which  requires  complaint  to  be  made  by  ten 
persons,  it  appearing  to  be  the  only  way  to  avoid  denial  of  a  hearing. 
Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  St.  Croix  Gaslight  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  404. 

11.  The  New  York  Commission  has  power  to  compel  a  natural  gas 
company  to  make  a  reasonable  extension  as  required  by  subdivision  1  of 
§  65  of  the  Public  Service  Commissions  Law,  under  the  authority 
conferred  by  subdivision  2  of  §  66  *'to  order  reasonable  improvement 
and  extensions  of  the  works,  wires,  poles,  lines,  conduits,  ducts,  and 
other  reasonable  devices,  apparatus,  and  property  of  gas"  corporations, 
although  the  law  does  not  expressly  mention  "mains"  and  ''pipes." 
Moore  v.  Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  223. 

12.  The  Ohio  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  prac- 
ticability of  extensions  of  street  railway  lines  required  by  city  ordinance 
and  to  relieve  the  railway  from  making  them  where  it  finds  that  opera- 
tion over  the  pi;pposed  routes  would  be  dangerous.     Cincinnati  v.  Pub- 
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lie  Utmtiee  CowniBsion,  P.U.R.1916A,  1057   (S.  C.  91  Oliio  St.  331, 
110  N.  E.  461). 

13.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  power  to  grant  the  necessary 
franchise,  or  to  compel  a  grant  by  a  city,  for  a  street  railway  extension 
where  municipal  consent  is  necessary;  but  the  Commission  may  direct 
the  railway  to  apply  to  the  local  authorities  and  to  take  the  necessary 
legal  steps  to  secure  the  franchise  and  rights  of  way.  Hannibal  v. 
Hannibal  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1013. 

14.  Upon  a  complaint  to  require  a  street  railway  to  extend  service 
over  a  street  for  which  it  has  no  franchise,  the  Commission  will  not 
recommend  that  the  company  apply  to  the  municipal  authorities  for 
a  franchise,  since  it  is  a  matter  for  the  judgment  of  the  directors. 
Be  Union  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916F,  773. 

15.  The  Commission  cannot  require  street  railways  to  extend  serv- 
ice over  a  street  for  which  it  has  no  franchise.  Re  Union  R.  Co.  (N.  Y. 
Ist  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916F,  773. 

16.  The  fact  that  two  street  railway  companies  are  a  part  of  one 
system  under  the  same  management  does  not  confer  authority  on  the 
New  York  Commission  to  compel  one  company  to  operate  over  a  street, 
for  which  it  has  no  franchise,  by  making  an  agreement  with  the  other 
company,  which  has  a  franchise,  for  the  use  of  its  tracks.  Re  Union  R. 
Co.   (N.  Y.  1st  IMst.)   P.U.R.1916P,  773. 

17.  Section  549  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  requiring  water  utili- 
ties to  furnish  adequate  water  for  family  use  so  long  as  the  supply 
exists,  and  to  furnish  water  "to  the  extent  of  their  means"  in  case  of 
fire  or  other  great  necessi^,  does  not  give  the  Commission  jurisdiction 
of  a  municipal  complaint  to  compel  the  extension  or  the  enlarging  of 
mains  solely  for  the  purpose  of  fire  protection.  Alameda  v.  People's 
Water  Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916D,  865. 

18.  The  California  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction,  in  the  absence 
of  a  contract,  of  a  municipal  complaint  to  compel  the  extension  or  en- 
largement of  mains  solely  to  furnish  water  for  fire  protection.  Alameda 
v.  People's  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  865. 

c.  Ahandtmtnent  of  service. 

See  also  supra,  5. 

To  order  reconstruction  and  operation  of  an  abandoned  railroad  branch, 

see  infra,  47-49. 
Abandonment  of  service  generally,  see  infra,  98-109. 

19.  20.  The  Illinois  Commission  has  authority  to  permit  a  utility  to 
discontinue  service.  Ex  parte  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  920. 

21.  The  Ohio  Commission  has  no  implied  or  statutory  power  to  de- 
termine whether  a  railroad  may  entirely  abandon  its  service.  Re  Lake 
Erie,  B.  O.  A  N.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  553. 

22.  The  Colorado  Commission  has  original  jurisdiction,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  local  authorities,  of  a  complaint  against  the  removal  of 
street  railway  tracks,  hy  virtue  of  the  Public  Utilities  act  designating 
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street  railways  as  public  utilities.     Thormann  t.  Denrer  ft  I.  R.  Go. 
(Colo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  421. 

23.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  no  authority  to  approve  in 
advance  the  abandonment  by  a  utility  of  a  part  of  its  property  devoted 
to  public  use,  under  a  statute  giving  it  jurisdiction  to  determine  wheth- 
er a  utility  is  rendering  adequate  and  suflScient  service.  Re  Charleston 
Interurban  R.  Co.   (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1916F,  338. 

24.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  propriety  of  the  abandonment  of  street  car  service  and  the  substi- 
tution of  motor  bus  service  therefor,  under  a  statute  authorizing  it  to 
determine  whether  the  utility  is  rendering  adequate  and  sufficient  serv- 
ice, where  the  Commission  is  requested  to  order  the  service  to  be  con- 
tinued and  to  be  improved.  Re  Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  338. 

25.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  authority,  in  passing  upon 
the  propriety  of  the  abandonment  of  a  street  car  line  and  the  substi- 
tution of  motor  bus  service  therefor,  to  take  into  consideration  a  con- 
tract of  the  street  railway's  lessor  to  give  service  in  exchange  for  a 
right  of  way,  and  implied  contracts  to  render  service  to  lot  owners 
along  the  line  who  bought  from  a  land  company  owned  and  controlled 
by  the  owners  of  the  street  railway.  Re  Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916F,  338. 

26.  The  Ohio  Commission  cannot  require  the  continuation  of  oper- 
ation of  a  railroad  in  possession  of  a  purchaser  at  a  judicial  foreclosure 
sale  who,  not  having  yet  paid  the  purchase  price,  is  reselling  the  prop- 
erty piecemeal  and  carrying  the  proceeds  into  court,  under  orders  which 
probably  give  him  the  right  to  dismantle  the  property,  or,  if  not  giving 
such  right,  expressly  retains  jurisdiction  in  the  court  to  determine  all 
undisposed  of  questions.  Re  Lake  Erie,  B.  G.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  553. 

d.  Over  meters  and  service  connections. 

Meters,  instruments,  and  other  service  accessories  and  connections  gen- 
erally, see  infra,  118-141. 

27.  A  water  company  may  substitute  meter  measurements  for  flat 
rates,  under  the  reserved  rights  in  contracts  with  the  city  in  which  it 
operates,  without  invoking  the  aid  of  the  Commission ;  and  such  change 
is  justified  where  the  installation  of  meters  is  necessary  to  prevent 
waste  by  consumers.  Re  Washington  County  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  506. 

28.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  has  na  power  to  require  a  city 
which  operates  a  water  plant  and  has  adopted  §§  925-96  to  925-105 
inclusive  of  the  Statutes  to  lay  mains  and  install  street  boxes  and 
shutoffs  at  its  own  expense,  since  the  statute  gives  to  the  mimicipal 
council  full  jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  paying  for  the  cost  of 
mains  and  connections.  Denning  v.  JauesviUe  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1016F,  465. 
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e.  Physical  oomn/eetion  of  telephones. 

Physical  connectioo  of  telephones  generally,  see  infra,  254-264. 

Of  Washington  Commission  to  make  rules  and  regulations  upon  order- 
ing physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Intebcorporate  Rela- 
tions, 6. 

29.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  attempt  to  enforce  a  physi- 
cal connection  contract  between  telephone  companies,  since  it  is  con- 
cerned only  with  the  establishment  of  such  connection  and  the  fixing 
of  a  basis  for  the  interchange  of  messages.  Almena  Farmers'  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  City  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  210. 

30.  The  New  York  Conunission  cannot  compel  the  continuance  of 
service  under  the  terms  of  an  expired  contract  between  telephone  com- 
panies for  physical  connection  and  joint  rates.  Paul  Smith's  Hotel  Co. 
V.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.    (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)    P.U.R.1916C,  78. 

31.  The  California  Commission  may,  by  virtue  of  §  40  of  the  Pub- 
lic Utilities  act,  require  physical  connection  between  two  telephone 
lines,  where  it  is  merely  a  continuation  of  a  service  which  they  had 
previously  voluntarily  assumed.  Camp  Rincon  Resort  Co.  v.  Eshleman 
P.U.R.1916E,  418   (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  158  Pac.  186). 

32.  Where  two  telephone  companies  are  competing  for  local  business 
in  a  locality  in  this  state,  and  one  of  the  companies  has  also  estab-f 
lished  and  is  maintaining  necessary  and  adequate  long-distance  service 
between  such  locality  and  another  locality  of  the  state  and  has  offered 
to  and  is  able  to  furnish  such  long-distance  service  to  the  residents  of 
such  locality  wherein  such  companies  are  competitors,  and  public  neces- 
sity does  not  require  additional  long-distance  service,  the  provisions  of 
§  614-63,  Gen«ral  Code,  conferring  upon  the  Utilities  Commission  power 
to  require  a  physical  connection  between  two  or  more  telephone  com- 
panies, do  not  apply.  Shafor  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1016F,  432   (S.  C.  94  Ohio  St.  — ,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  113  N.  E.  809). 

33.  An  order  which  directs  physical  connections  of  telephones  over 
the  objection  that  it  will  destroy  the  local  business  of  one  of  the  com- 
panies, and  which  prescribes  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  the  extra 
service  for  the  purpose  of  removing  any  inducement  on  the  part  of  sub- 
scribers to  quit  and  become  patrons  of  the  rival  company,  rather  than  to 
provide  for  the  loss  of  business  caused  by  the  connection,  is*not  in  ex- 
cess of  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  prescribe  'terms  and  conditions" 
upon  which  physical  connections  shall  be  made.  Wisconsin  Teleph. 
Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  L.R.A. 
1916E,  748,  156  N.  W.  614). 

34.  The  Oklahoma  Commission  has  r,o  power  to  order  free  inter- 
change service  between  telephone  companies.  Whittenberg  t.  Taloga  k 
D.  C.  Teleph.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916C,  104. 

/.  Physical  connection  of  railroads. 

35.  The  Arkansas  Railroad  Commission  has  no  power  to  order  a 
railroad  to  establish  and  maintain  a  joint  interchange  track  upon  a 
petition  signed  by  seventeen  corporations  and  one  individual,  since  a  cor- 
poration is  not  a  citizen  within  the  meaning  of  §  1,  act  140,  of  Acts 
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of  1907,  which  proyideB  that  the  CommSBBion  diall  be  empowered  to  hear 
and  consider  all  petitions  for  such  service,  provided  said  petitions  shall 
be  signed  by  at  least  fifteen  bona  fide  citizens  residing  in  the  territory 
sought  to  be  affected.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916-4^ 
868  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  179  S.  W.  342). 

36.  The  Alabama  Commissicm  has  no  power  to  order  a  physical  con- 
nection between  railroads  without  hearing  evidence  as  to  the  propriety 
of  such  action,  under  the  statute  authorizing  the  Commission  to  make 
an  order  for  such  connection  when  it  "in  the  judgment  of  the  Railroad 
Commission,  is  reasonably  practicable  and  can  be  put  in  with  safety, 
and  will  furnish  sufficient  business  to  justify  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  the  same.''  Railroad  Commission  v.  Louisville  &  K.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916F,  366   (S.  C.  —  Ala.  — ,  72  So. '397). 


g.  Service  of  particular  utility. 

1.  Electricity, 

37.  The  Illinois  Commission  has  no  power  to  require  an  electric  con- 
sumer to  repair  or  maintain  in  safe  condition  his  service  line  connect- 
ing with  the  transmission  line.  Abbott  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Parks  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  1093. 

2.  Railroads, 

(a)   In  general. 

To  enforce  franchise  obligation  to  erect  railroad  depot,  see  infra,  189. 
To   direct   railroad   to   apply  to  local   authorities   for    franchise   for 
passenger  station,  see  Commissions,  32. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rail- 
road service.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1064. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  power  of  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  secure  and  furnish  tank  cars  for 
shipment  of  oil,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  870. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  regulation  of  operation  of  rail- 
roads as  affected  by  Federal  control  over  interstate  commerce,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  167. 

38.  Liberal  construction  should  be  given  a  statute  empowering  a 
Commission  to  order  the  erection  of  a  passenger  depot  for  public  neces- 
sity and  convenience.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  ^lerchants  Bridge 
Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

30.  The  Missouri  Commission  can  compel  the  building  of  a  railroad 
depot,  under  statutory  authority  to  require  the  erection  for  public 
convenience  and  necessity  and  to  secure  adequate  service  and  facilities. 
Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
;916B,  1004   (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

40.  The  Indiana  Commission  has  no  authority  to  compel  a  railroad 
company  to  install  telephone  service  in  a  station.  Doncan  t.  Toledo, 
St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916B,  7&1. 
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41.  The  New  York  Cammission  has  jurisdiction  over  parcel  check- 
ing service  rendered  by  a  railroad.  Merchants'  Protective  Committee 
V.  Central  New  England  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1048. 

42.  Section  1,  chapter  494,  of  California  Laws  of  1915,  forbidding 
certain  employees  from  receiving,  delivering,  or  transmitting  telegraph 
and  telephone  train  orders^  will  not  be  nullified  by  the  Commission  by 
wholly  exempting  a  railroad  company  from  the  operation  thereof^  al- 
though the  statute  provides  that  it  shall  become  effective  "in  such  cases 
or  classes  of  cases  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Railroad  Commission.'' 
Re  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  88. 

43.  The  New  York  Commission  cannot  restrain  the  relocation  by  a 
railroad  of  a  terminal  for  the  transfer  of  freight  from  a  boat  line  with 
which  it  maintains  a  through  rate,  on  the  ground  of  additional  expense 
to  the  boat  line,  where  there  will  be  no  inconvenience  or  increased 
expense  to  shippers.  Murray  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  438. 

fb)  Over  interstate  service. 

Stopping  of  interstate  trains  generally,  see  infra,  206. 

Power  of  state  CcHnmiasicm  to  regulate  interstate  trains.  See  Inteb- 

STATE    ColOiSBCB,   6,   10,    11. 

44.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  require  a 
railroad  to  receive  a  sleeping  car  from  another  railroad  and  to  attach 
it  to  an  interstate  train,  to  furnish  through  sleeping  car  service,  since 
that  is  not  an  imwarranted  interference  with  interstate  commerce. 
Public  Service  CommissMm  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.^R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  353. 

45.  A  railroad  company,  organised  under  the  general  laws  of  the 
state,  whose  charter  declares  its  purpose  of  "building,  acquiring,  own- 
ing, leasing,  and  maintaining  a  railroad  to  be  operated  by  steam  or 
other  motive  power,"  is  amenable  to  the  control  of  the  Railroad  (now 
Public  Utilities)  Commission  in  so  far  as  its  property  or  its  traffic 
is  intrastate;  and  under  such  a  charter  the  company,  as  a  common  car- 
rier, in  addition  to  its  obligations  as  a  carrier  of  freight,  may  be 
required  by  such  Commission  to  provide  reasonably  adequate  passenger 
service  and  facilities,  if  the  circumstances  warrant  and  the  corporation 
il  reasonably  able  to  comply  with  such  order.  Adena  R.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  262  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St  —,  112  N.  E. 
1080). 

(c)  Loading  facilities. 
Faculties  for  loading,  and  unloading  generally,  see  infra,  195. 

46.  The  South  Dakota  Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners  has  juris- 
diction of  a  complaint  to  cause  a  railroad  to  build  a  platform  for  load- 
ing and  unloading  heavy  machinery  at  a  station,  under  the  statute 
(Laws  1911,  chap.  207,  §  61)  authorizing  the  Board  to  require  any 
common  carrier  to  install  "any  facilities  necessary  for  the  safety,  con- 
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venience,  and  accommodation  of  the  public,"  and  the  statute  (Laws 
1913,  chap.  303,  §  1)  making  it  the  duty  of  every  common  carrier  to 
install  such  a  platform.  Meyers  v.  Chicago,  M.  A,  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  778. 

(d)  Beconstruction  of  hrttnch  lines. 

47.  The  California  Commission  has  jurisdiction  under  §  36  of  the 
Public  Utilities  act  to  order  a  railroad  company  to  reconstruct  and 
operate  an  abandoned  branch  line.  Cabrillo  Club  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  102. 

48.  On  the  question  whether  an  abandoned  railroad  line  shall  be 
reconstructed  the  California  Conmiission  may  consider  obligations  aris- 
ing out  of  a  contract  between  a  predecessor  and  its  patrons  in  relation 
to  donations  of  cash  and  property  in  consideration  for  the  construction 
of  the  line.  Cabrillo  Club  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  102. 

49.  The  fact  that  a  carrier  imder  its  charter  may  not  have  a  right 
to  extend  its  line,  and  must  therefore,  in  order  to  do  so,  either  amend 
its  charter  or  incorporate  a  new  organization,  does  not  affect  the  power 
of  the  California  Commission  to  order  the  rebuilding  of  an  abandoned 
line  acquired  from  a  predecessor.  Cabrillo  Club  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  102. 

3.  Street  railways, 

50.  Municipal  charter  power  to  regulate  the  speed  of  street  cars  is 
repealtHl  by  the  Philippine  Islands  Public  Utility  act  giving  the  Board 
of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  general  supervision  and  control  of  all 
utilities.  Re  Manila  Electric  R.  ft  Light  Ck).  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916E, 
1057. 

4,  Telephones. 

51.  The  New  York  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dispute 
between  a  telephone  company  and  a  subscriber  as  to  the  number  of 
messages  sent  from  his  telephone.  Ostro  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  244. 

III.  Extension  of  service. 

a.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  extension  of  service,  see  infra,  9-18. 

Street  railway  extensions,  see  infra,  220,  222. 

Validity  of  statutes  requiring  street  railways  to  make  reasonable  exten- 
sions ordered  by  the  Commission,  where  charter  authorizing  the 
company  to  determine  where  its  line  shall  be  built,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  41. 

Grant  of  right  to  lay  water  mains  as  precluding  city  from  requiring 
extension  for  enlarging  mains  to  furnish  fire  protection,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  60. 
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DiscusMon  on  duty  to  make  extenBions,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  756. 

52.  The  reasonableness  of  the  rules  and  regulations  of  gas  com- 
panies in  regard  to  the  extension  of  serrice  mains  must  be  determined 
by  the  peculiar  circumstances^  and  facts  surrounding  each  particular 
case.  Haines  v.  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  282. 

53.  The  cost  of  the  additional  facilities  due  to  the  construction  of  a 
new  station  must  be  considered  in  determining  whether  its  establish- 
ment should  be  ordered.  Manufacturers  d:  P.  I.  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.    (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

54.  A  telephone  company  will  be  required  to  extend  service  to  per- 
sons residing  nearer  another  line  where  they  cannot  otherwise  reach 
their  regular  market  place  or  conduct  their  neighborhood  and  social 
affairs.     Re  Nuttbrook   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916E,  110. 

55.  That  a  street  railway  extension  will  be  of  use  mainly  to  em- 
ployees of  a  single  manufacturing  concern  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  withholding  of  a  certificate  of  public  convenience,  as  the 
employees  must  be  considered  as  prospective  passengers  without  re- 
gard to  their  employment  by  one  or  by  several  concerns.  Re  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1016E,  220. 

56.  A  natural  gas  compaJiy,  having  a  franchise  to  use  all  the  streets 
of  a  town,  has  the  duty,  under  subdivision  1  of  §  65  of  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Commissions  Law,  to  make  a  reasonable  extension  to  one  on  a  high- 
way not  used  by  the  utility,  although  it  only  agreed  in  the  franchise  to 
supply  those  *Hn  front  of  whose  premises  such  gas  main  shall  be  laid." 
Moore  v.  Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  223. 

57.  A  gas  company  will  be  permitted  to  extend  its  mains,  to  serve  a 
corner  residence,  in  the  street  on  which  there  appears  to  be  the  better 
opportunity  of  obtaining  new  business,  although  it  necessitates  the  lay- 
ing of  a  longer  service  pipe  from  the  building  to  the  curb.  Public  Util- 
ities Commission  v.  St.  Croix  Gaslight  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  404. 

58.  A  street  railway  extension  having  the  easiest  grades,  serving  the 
places  having  the  greatest  demand  for  service  and  the  most  desirable 
and  available  territory  for  residences  should  be  preferred  over  other 
proposed  extensions,  although  the  first  route  is  slightly  longer.  Hanni- 
bal V.  Hannibal  R.  &  Electric  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1013. 

59.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  required  to  extend  service  to 
enable  persons  to  communicate  with  a  city  without  paying  toll,  where 
they  are  much  nearer  other  companies  which  can  meet  their  require- 
ments, the  toll  service  not  being  unsatisfactory  and  the  rates  being  sub- 
ject to  regulation  by  the  Commission.  Re  Dane  County  Rural  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  978. 

h.  Power  of  court. 

Review  of  determination  of  Commission  as  to  practicability  of  street 
extension  under  city  ordinance,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  20. 

60.  Under  the  New  York  Public  Service  Commissions  law,  the  court 
has  power  to  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  of  extensions  of  gas  service 
ordered  by  the  Commission.    People  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  Gas  Co.  v. 
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McCall,  P.U.R.1916D,  91    (S.  C.  171  App.  Div.  580,  157  N.  Y.  Supp. 
707). 

c.  Bxtmuion  dy  mMnicipal  plant, 

61.  A  water  district  having  limited  powers  to  borrow  money  will 
not  be  required  to  make  extensions  as  rapidly  as  similar  districts  which 
may  finance  extensions  and  renewals  by  bond  issues.  He  Augusta  Wa- 
ter Dist.    (Me.)   P.U.R.1916E,  31. 

62.  Permission  to  a  mimicipal  electric  lighting  plant,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  191  of  the  Massachusetts  General  Acts  of  1915,  to 
serve  other  towns,  is  largely  dependent  upon  whether  the  extension  will 
jeopardize  the  interests  of  the  taxpayers  or  consumers.  Re  Middleboro 
(Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  A  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  391. 

63.  A  municipal  electric  lighting  plant  will  be  authorized,  under  the 
provisions  of  chapter  191  of  the  Massachusetts  General  Acts  of  1915, 
to  furnish  electricity  to  another  town  and  its  inhabitants,  where  the 
cost  of  the  extension  will  be  small  and  the  return  relatively  large,  where 
the  plant  can  purchase  electricity  that  it  cannot  more  economically  pro- 
duce, and  where  the  latter  town  has  not  a  municipal  plant  and  is  not 
served  by  a  private  company.  Re  Middleboro  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L. 
Comrs.)   P.U.R.1916D,  391. 


d.  Duty  08  affected  hy  prospective  return. 

1,  In  general. 

Minimum  charge  as  protection  against  loss  in  early  years  of  extension, 

see  Raties,  91. 
Return  to  electric  utility  on  rural  extension,  see  Rbtubit,  171. 

64.  A  utility  may  be  required  to  make  an  extension  that  will  not  be 
immediately  profitable,  if  the  prospects  of  future  business  are  reasonably 
good.    Re  Maple  Hill  (C<mn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  308. 

65.  A  utility  is  presumed  to  anticipate  the  obligation  to  make  rea- 
sonable extensions  that  may  not  be  inmiediately  profitable,  in  entering 
territory  by  securing  a  charter  right.  Re  Maple  Hill  (Conn.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  308. 

66.  A  gas  company  will  be  required  to  extend  its  mains  into  territory 
that  it  has  secured  charter  rights  to  serve,  although  the  expense  will  be 
out  of  proportion  to  the  immediate  return,  where  the  extension  will  ulti- 
mately be  profitable  and  the  exaction  of  a  minimum  charge  will  re- 
duce the  early  losses.    Re  Maple  Hill  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  308. 

67.  A  request  of  eight  prospective  electric  consumers  for  a  2-mile 
rural  ext^sion  is  reasonable,  where  all  will  light  their  houses,  a  ma- 
jority their  bams  and  outbuildings,  and  three  will  use  power  on  their 
farms,  and  a  proper  guaranty  is  given.  Churchill  v.  Winthrop  &  W. 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  752. 

68.  Gas  mains  should  be  extended  into  thinly  settled  territory  al- 
though a  return  of  9  per  cent  on  the  investment  for  interest  cuid  de- 
preciation may  be  inadequate,  where  the  extensions  will  induce  the  ter- 
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ritory  to  grow  and  will  be  vltimately  profitable.    Sbarp  t.  Oklahoma 
QuMkK  Co.  (CHcla.)  P.U.R.1916D,  100. 

69.  It  is  reasonable  to  require  gas  service  to  be  rendered  to  tiiree 
60-foot  adjoining  premises  in  a  eitj,  the  nearest  of  the  bouses  thereon 
being  105  feet  from  the  end  of  the  main  and  the  estimated  consumption 
amounting  to  $37.50  per  annum.  Draney  v.  Central  Hudson  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1016F.  544. 

70.  A  street  railway  should  not  be  required  to  construct  an  exten- 
sion where  there  would  not  be  sufficient  traffic  to  pay  operating  ex- 
penses, it  I4>pearing  that  the  company  is  barely  making  expenses  and 
has  not  the  necessary  funds  or  means  of  raising  them.  Hannibal  v. 
Hannibal  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1013. 

71.  A  street  railway  was  not  required  to  extend  its  track,  where  it 
appeared  that  its  financial  condition  was  not  flourishing,  that  tlie 
extensions  would  not  at  once  or  in  the  near  future  earn  a  fair  return 
on  the  expenditure,  or  even  earn  operating  expenses,  that  it  was  not 
clear  they  would  ultimately  prove  profitable,  that  an  excessive  return 
was  not  obtained  on  other  parts  of  the  system,  and  that  justice  re- 
quired that,  if  any  extensions  were  necessary,  they  should  first  be 
made  in  more  congested  sections  of  the  city  where  large  numbers  of 
persons  had  to  walk  farther  to  reach  the  cars  than  in  sections  to  be 
served  by  the  proposed  extensions.  Colbum  v.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co. 
(N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  424. 

72.  A  large  and  prosperous  telephone  utility  was  ordered  to  extend 
its  service  to  a  summer  colony  having  about  600  summer  residents 
and  a  transient  population  on  Sundays  and  holidays  of  1,200  people,  al- 
though the  extension  might  not  be  immediately  self-supporting,  where 
the  residents  were  people  intimately  connected  by  social  and  business 
ties  with  a  near-by  city,  and  most  of  them  were  patrons  of  the  com- 
pany at  their  permanent  residences  or  places  of  business.  High  Hill 
Beach  Improv.  Asso.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1043. 

73.  An  order  to  extend  water  mains  is  more  than  justified  where 
the  revenue  from  only  a  part  of  the  possible  consumers  will  yield  a  re- 
turn of  15  per  cent  upon  the  extension  investment.  Los  Banos  t.  West 
San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  364. 

74.  The  railroad  passenger  service  given  one  town  should  be  ex- 
tended to  another  only  2.9  miles  distant  on  the  same  branch,  although 
the  revenue  will  be  small  and  the  track  is  built  only  for  freight,  where 
the  expense  will  not  be  great,  and  the  extension  is  as  well  adapted  for 
passenger  service  as  the  remainder  of  the  branch, — especially  where  the 
extension  right  of  way  was  acquired  under  a  promise  of  passenger  serv- 
ice.   Brady  v.  Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  865. 

2.  Utility  having  monopoly. 

75.  A  public  service  company  may  be  required  to  make  reasonable 
extensions,  although  not  compensatory,  since,  having  a  monopoly,  it 
cannot  treat  performance  of  only  the  moat  profitable  part  of  the  service 
as  a  compliance  with  its  duty.  Ulrich  v.  Eastern  Pennsylvania  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1081. 
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76.  A  gas  company  having  a  monopoly  within  a  city  and  a  fran- 
chise to  extend  over  all  the  streets  therein  must  expect  to  make  some 
extensions  not  in  themselves  entirely  remunerative.  Lofgren  v.  Pacific 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1003. 

77.  A  natural  gas  company  wiJl  be  required  to  extend  its  mains  to 
serve  new  consumers,  where  it  appears  that  it  has  a  monopoly,  that 
substantial  development  may  reasonably  be  expected  in  the  territory, 
that  the  extension  is  necessary  to  secure  reasonably  adequate  service, 
and  that  it  can  be  made  without  financial  loss  by  using  smaller  mains 
than  those  suggested  by  the  utility.  Eaton  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(Okla.)    P.U.R.1916A,  193. 

78.  A  telephone  company  will  be  required  to  extend  service  to  lo- 
calities whose  inhabitants  will  otherwise  be  unable  to  transact  business 
with  the  trade  centers  of  the  state,  where  the  utility  enjoys  a  natural 
monopoly  of  the  state,  even  though  the  extension  investment  will  not 
immediately  earn  a  fair  return.  Re  Mountain  States  Teleph.  A  Teleg. 
Co.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916B,  169. 

79.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  required  to  build  a  1-mile  extension 
at  a  cost  of  $1,500  or  $2,000  to  serve  one  residence  only,  or,  failing  to 
do  so,  allow  an  outside  utility  to  render  the  service,  since  the  great 
disproportion  of  the  probable  income  to  the  cost  of  the  extension  relieves 
the  former  from  its  service  duty  without  impairing  its  exclusive  right 
to  serve  the  territory.    Re  Anderson  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  498. 

3*  Extension  hy  gaa  company  into  territory  served  with  eleo- 

tricUy. 

80.  An  order  of  the  Commission  requiring  the  extension  of  gas 
service  to  a  new  community  is  unreasonable  where  such  community  has 
adequate  electric  service,  and  the  prospective  return  from  the  exten- 
sion would  not  produce  more  than  about  one  half  of  a  reasonable  re- 
turn on  the  necessary  investment,  and  the  promise  of  any  increase  in  the 
revenue  is  remote.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  Gas  Co.  v.  McCall, 
P.U.R.1916D,  91  (S.  C.  171  App.  Div.  680,  157  X.  Y.  Supp.  707). 

c.  Particular  conditions  imposed  on  consumer, 

1.  Guaranty  of  return  from  extension. 

Consumer's  guarantee  for  extension  of  service  to  provide  for  deprecia- 
tion reserve,  see  Depreciation,  55. 

81.  A  gas  company  was  required  to  extend  its  mains  to  serve  resi- 
dents in  an  outlying  section  upon  condition  that  applicants  guarantee 
for  three  years  a  minimum  charge  sufficient  to  meet  their  proportion 
of  the  operating  expense  and  10  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  the  extension  to 
cover  interest  and  depreciation  thereon,  where  the  prospective  revenue 
would  not  justify  an  extension  under  ordinary  conditions.  Lofgren  v. 
Pacific  Gas  A  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1008. 

82.  Persons  requesting  an  extension  of  a  water  system  should  not  be 
required  to  guarantee  a  greater  rate  of  return  on  its  cost  than  the  aver- 
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Age  rate  allowed  upon  llhe  total  investment.    Re  Augusta  Water  Dist. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  31. 

83.  Before  extending^  its  mains  to  serve  a  tenant  house  facing  a  side 
street,  a  gas  company  may  demand  a  guaranty  that  enough  gas  will 
be  used  in  three  years  to  cover  at  least  the  actual  cost  of  construction, 
it  appearing  that  there  is  no  other  necessity  therefor,  and  that  it  is 
extremely  doubtful  whether  other  houses  will  be  built  on  such  street. 
Hainee  v.  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Oo.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
282. 

84.  A  requirement  thai  a  prospective  customer  guarantee  to  use  a 
specified  amount  of  gas,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  extension  of 
mains,  is  not,  in  substance,  a  regulation  compelling  him  to  pay  for 
peTBianent  additions  to  the  company's  plant.  Haines  v.  Colorado 
Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  282. 

86.  The  contract  to  pay  annual  minimum  amounts,  required  of  ap- 
plicants for  extension  of  a  rural  electric  transmission  line,  should  be 
for  ten  years,  with  opportunity  for  readjustment  at  the  end  of  any 
year,  where  there  will  probably  be  only  eight  customers  and  it  is  un- 
certain whether  the  guaranty  is  too  small  or  too  large.  Churchill  v. 
Winthrop  &  W.  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  752. 

2.  Purchase  of  stocic  in  company, 

86.  A  mutual  telephone  company  cannot  require  an  applicant  to  pur- 
chase stock  as  a  condition  of  extending  service,  where  the  only  service 
reasonably  available  to  the  applicant  is  that  of  the  company,  or  where 
some  subscribers  are  not  stockholders  and  have  not  been  requested  to 
purchase  stock.  Re  Superior  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
860. 

/.  Expenses  of  extensions,  hy  whom,  home. 

1.  In  general. 

87.  A  municipal  water  utility  may  require  a  new  consumer  to  bear 
the  cost  of  extension  from  the  street  main  to  the  premises,  under  the 
Wisconsin  statute  giving  the  municipality  the  option  of  paying  for 
such  extensions  out  of  its  general  funds  or  out  of  special  assessments 
against  the  property  benefited.  Re  Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
848. 

88.  A  rule  of  a  gas  company  operating  under  a  general  franchise 
authorizing  the  occupancy  of  all  city  streets,  requiring  all  new  con- 
sumers to  make  extensions  of  mains,  and  providing  for  a  refund  of  one 
half  of  the  amount  paid  for  gas  in  three  years,  is  unreasonable  and  dis- 
criminatory; and  the  utility  will  be  required  to  make  extensions,  in- 
cluding those  in  unincorporated  territory,  at  its  own  expense,  provided 
that  where  it  deems  an  extension  unduly  burdensome,  the  matter  may 
be  referred  to  the  Commission  for  adjustment.  St.  Joseph  v.  St.  Joseph 
Gas  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  204  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  615). 

89.  A  fair  portion  of  the  cost,  depreciation,  operation,  and  main- 
tenance of  a  water  pipe  line,  built  by  a  utility  at  a  cost  greater  than 
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would  normally  h&Te  been  incurred  to  secure  *ui  eqoivaleBt  aoMMurt  of 
revenue,  should  be  charged  directly  to  the  users  on  that  line,  by  re- 
quiring them  to  pay  a  rate  correspondin^y  greater  than  the  users  on 
other  parts  of  the  system.  San  Ansehno  y.  Marin  Water  k  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  782. 

90.  It  is  reasonable  to  require  a  natural  gas  company  to  make  a 
1,000  foot  extension  to  a  consumer  who  will  annually  use  $75  worth 
of  gas,  and  who  will  contract  to  take  the  service  for  five  years,  and  to 
pay  all  the  expense  except  the  cost  of  the  pipe  and  other  materials,  the 
pipe  costing  between  12  and  15  cents  per  foot.  Moore  v.  Pavilion  Nat- 
ural Gas  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1916E,  223. 

91.  All  the  expense,  except  the  cost  and  laying  of  service  pipes  from 
curb  to  meter,  must  be  borne  by  the  utility  in  extending  gas  service  to 
three  50-foot  adjoining  premises-  in  a  city,  the  nearest  of  the  houses 
therein  being  105  feet  from  the  end  of  the  main  and  the  estimated 
consumption  being  $37.50  per  annum.  Draney  v.  Central  Hudson  Gas 
&  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  544. 

92.  An  electric  utility  is  required  to  make,  at  its  own  expense,  the 
extension  from  the  transmission  line  to  the  premises  of  a  new  con- 
sumer, imder  the  Wisconsin  Public  Utilities  act  requiring  the  utility 
to  supply  all  the  equipment  incidental  to  the  supplying  of  such  service; 
but  it  should  not  be  required  to  set  more  than  two  poles  with  the  usual 
spacing.    Re  Fennimore  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

2,  Consumer  to  furnish  part  of  equipment. 

93.  Applicants  for  a  rural  electric  extension  should  not  be  required 
to  furnish  poles,  since  the  utility  should  own  all  the  service  facilities. 
Churchill  v.  Winthrop  A  W.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  752. 

94.  A  telephone  company  need  not  make  a  6i-mile  extension  to  serve 
only  ten  subscribers  in  rural  territory,  unless  the  applicants  furnish 
and  erect,  in  accordance  with  the  utility's  standard  specifications,  all 
poles  required  in  the  public  roads,  and  deed  them  to  the  utility  to- 
gether with  the  necessary  rights  of  way,  in  accordance  with  a  uni- 
formly enforced  rule  requiring  such  aid  when  there  are  not  sufficient 
subscribers  to  make  the  extension  profitable.  Burch  v.  Chesapeake  h 
P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916D,  527. 

a.  Return  of  consumers*  deposits, 

95.  A  telephone  company  not  constructing  rural  extensions  of  over 
^  mile  to  a  single  subscriber  will  be  required  to  make  a  1-mile  exten- 
sion that  presents  no  unusual  hazard  or  expense,  upon  payment  by  the 
subscriber  of  one  half  the  cost,  to  be  returned  if  an  additional  sub- 
scriber is  secured  within  five  years.  Hart  v.  Bureau  County  Indepen- 
dent Teleph.  Co.   (Dl.)  P.U.R.1916E,  285. 

96.  A  water  utility  was  directed  to  make  certain  extensions  to  its 
system  in  unincorporated  territory  at  its  expense  for  the  first  100  feet, 
and  consumers  were  required  to  deposit  with  the  utility  the  installation 
cost  beyond  that  distance,  the  deposit  to  be  refunded  by  giving  the  con- 
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smnen'  credit  on  water  bills  equal  to  one  hall  of  each  bill.    Hoff  v. 
Montgomery  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916D,  880. 

97.  An  applicant's  payment  for  an  extension  of  a  gas  main  should 
be  considered  as  a  loan  to  the  utility,  to  be  repaid  under  reasonable 
conditions  and  to  bear  interest  at  6  per  cent.  St.  Joseph  v.  St.  Joseph 
Gas  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  204  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  515). 

IF.  Abandonment  and  diecontinuanca. 

a.  In  general  • 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  oTer  abandonment  of  service,  see  supra,  19- 
26. 

Of  motor  train  on  railroad  branch  line,  see  infra,  200,  201. 

Of  freight  service  by  passenger  street  railway,  see  infra,  237,  238. 

Right  of  farm  telephone  lines  built  and  maintained  by  owners  to  dis- 
connect from  city  system  without  consent  of  Illinois  Commission, 
see  Public  Utiuties,  22. 

Abstract   of  cases  dealing  with   abandonment  of  service,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  351. 

98.  A  street  railway  seeking  authority  to  discontinue  service  on  a 
line  which  it  has  agreed  to  furnish  service  has  the  burden  of  showing 
that  it  cannot  perform  the  obligation  of  the  contract  consistently  with 

'  its  duties  to  the  public,  or  that  continuation  thereof  has  become  bur- 
densome,  oppressive,  or  otherwise  inequitable.  Re  Charleston  Inter- 
urban  R.  Co.  (W.  Va,)  P.U.R.1916F,  338. 

99.  A  steam-heating  utility  cannot  discontinue  service  althoup:h  it 
is  operated  at  a  loss,  where  it  has  not  applied  for  authority  to  increase 
its  rates  or  for  permission  to  discontinue  and  has  not  given  reasonable 
notice  to  the  public  Pana  v.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (HI.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  177. 

100.  A  utility  may  be  permitted  to  discontinue  heating  service  where 
it  appears  that  it  is  operating  at  a  substantial  loss  under  reasonable 
rates,  that  an  increase  will  be  prohibitive,  and  that  notice  has  been 
given  to  patrons.  Ex  parte  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  920. 

101.  The  discontinuance  of  service  on  a  farm  telephone  line  volun- 
tarily installed  under  noncompetitive  conditions  will  not  be  permitted, 
although  there  are  only  four  subscribers  and  another  company  is  operat- 
ing in  the  locality,  where  no  effort  has  been  made  to  get  additional 
subscribers,  the  discontinuance  would  require  payment  of  toll,  and  the 
applicant  is  maintaining  longer  and  more  distant  party  lines  in  the 
flame  territory.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
416. 

b.  Of  unprofitable  branch  or  part  of  service. 

When  railroad  will  not  be  required  to  discontinue  nonpaying  line  to 
decrease  general  operating  losses,  see  Retubn,  40. 

102.  The  sole  electric  utility  in  rural  territory  will  not  be  permitted 
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to  abandon  service  to  an  unremunerative  coniumer  who  refaees  to  repair 
and  maintain  in  safe  condition  his  service  line  connecting  with  the  trans- 
mission line,  but  may  itself  be  required  to  r^air  the  wire  upon  the 
consumer  guarantying  a  reasonable  minimum  bill.  Abbott  Light  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Parks  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1098. 

103.  A  railroad  may  be  permitted  to  discontinue  a  passenger  train 
each  way  daily  to  a  small  town  on  a  branch  line,  although  only  one 
remaining  train  each  way  will  not  serve  the  public  convenience,  where 
there  is  no  real  necessity  for  the  discontinued  train,  its  revenues  do  not 
meet  the  "out  of  pocket"  operating  cost,  and  the  receipts  are  steadily 
declining  on  the  entire  system,  which  is  operated  at  a  loss.  Brady  v. 
Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.   (W.'va.)    P.U.R.19ieE,  865. 

104.  The  discontinuance  of  motor  car  service  on  a  railroad  branch 
will  not  be  permitted  merely  because  such  car  earnings  are  unremunera- 
tive, where  there  is  a  demand  for  a  wider  service  than  that  furnished 
by  the  other  trains,  and  the  entire  branch  service  is  profitable,  and 
where  the  branch  revenues  are  the  same  as  those  from  similar  service 
voluntarily  rendered  on  another  branch  operated  under  comparable 
conditions'     Fellers  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916E,  837. 

105.  That  a  particular  line  of  a  street  railway  system  is  unprofitable 
is  not  in  itself  sufficient  to  justify  discontinuance  of  service  thereon 
where  the  system  as  a  whole  is  profitable.  Re  Charleston  Interurban 
R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916F.  338. 

o.  Discontinuance  to  offending  consumer. 

Discontinuance  of,  for  nonpayment,  see  Payment,  2,  10,  11,  30-33. 

106.  Telephone  service  may  be  discontinued  to  subscribers  who  permit 
nonsubscribers  to  use  their  telephones  to  avoid  payment  of  toll  charges. 
Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  416. 

107.  A  private  business  telephone  may  be  removed  where  the  sub- 
scriber permits  and  encourages  the  general  public  to  use  it  rather  than 
a  public  pay  telephone  which  he  has  permitted  to  be  installed  in  con- 
sideration of  receiving  part  of  the  receipts,  agreeing  that  the  private 
telephone  shall  be  used  only  by  himself,  employees,  and  household  on 
his  own  business.  Johnson  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &.  Teleg.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916F,  585   (S.  C.  —  Utah,  — ,  159  Pac.  526). 

108.  Reasonable  belief  that  a  consumer  is  misappropriating  electricity 
justifies  discontinuance  of  that  service,  but  does  not  also  justify  cutting 
oflf  his  gas.    Bertram  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  410. 

109.  A  reconnect  ion  fee  may  be  charged  for  electricity,  but  not  for 
gas,  upon  restoring  both  services  which  were  cut  off  because  of  a  rea- 
sonable belief  that  the  consumer  had  misappropriated  electricity.  Bert- 
ram v.- Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916C,  410. 

F.  Written  application  and  contract  for  service. 
Validity  of  contract  to  furnish  service  indefinite  «a  to  time,  see  Coir- 

TBACTS,  1. 

Change  of  service  agreement  upon  change  of  schedule,  see  Raiss,  122. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


SERVICE,  V.  a— b,  2.  417 

a.  Applications, 

110.  Intending  electric  consumers  may  be  required  to  make  applica- 
tion in  writing  for  service,  setting  forth  the  location  of  the  premises, 
the  purpose  of  the  service,  a  description  of  the  equipment,  the  name 
and  address  of  the  person  responsible  for  bills,  and  the  relation  of  the 
applicant  to  the  premises.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joa- 
quin Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

d.  Contracts. 

1.  In  general, 

111.  An  electric  utility  cannot  require  consumers  to  sign  contracts 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  service  under  ordinary  conditions.  East 
Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  830. 

112.  In  the  absence  of  any  franchise  prohibition  it  is  not  illegal  for 
an  electric  utility  to  require  a  written  contract  as  condition  to  ren- 
dering service.  Watson  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.UJl,1916F,  208. 

113.  An  electric  utility  can,  unless  a  higher  rate  is  paid  for  non- 
oontract  service,  require  contracts  in  ihe  first  instance  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  agricultural  power  service  in  sparsely  settled  territory 
requiring  unusually  large  investments;  but  the  term  should  be  for 
three  years  rather  than  five  years,  and  continue  only  from  year  to  year, 
and  the  contract  should  be  subject  to  cancelation  upon  equitable  terms, 
and  should  specify  for  the  information  of  signers  that  appeal  lies  to 
the  Commission  from  unreasonable  provisions.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

114.  Contracts  can  be  required  to  be  signed  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  oil  well,  mining  power,  and  municipal  street  lighting  electric  serv- 
ice* in  view  of  the  uncertainty  and  hazards  of  the  business  or  the 
relatively  large  investment  required.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso. 
V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

115.  A  service  contract  must  state  the  price  to  be  paid  with  such 
clearness  that  it  may  constitute  the  scheduled  rate  for  any  one  desiring 
similar  service.    Re  Wiscasset  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  177. 

2,  With  municipalities. 
See  also  supra,  114. 

116.  A  contract  between  a  water  utility  and  a  town  for  service  for 
a  definite  term  will  not  be  approved,  as  permitted  by  the  amendment  to 
§  32  of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  where  the  town  can  get  efficient  service 
at  reasonable  rate  without  a  contract,  and  the  rendering  of  the  serv- 
ice by  the  utility  does  not  require  any  substantial  addition  to  its  plant 
and  equipment,  and,  although  it  may  be  difficult  to  frame  a  scheduled 
rate  to  cover  the  service,  the  rate  must  be  published  even  if  the  con- 
tract is  made.  Re  Brunswick  4t  T.  Water  Dist.  (Me.)  P.U.R-1916E, 
1017. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 27. 
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117.  A  term  of  ten  years  for  a  contract  for  municipal  street  lighting 
and  power  pumping  was  held  reasonable.  Waukesha  v.  Waukesha  Gas 
&  E.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  380. 


VI.  Meters,  instruments  and  other  service  accessories  and 
connections. 

a.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission   over  meter   and  service  connections,   see 

supra,  27,  28. 
Safety  of  electrical  equipment,  see  infra,  161,  152. 
Meter  charge  as  unjust  discrimination  in  favor  of  consumers  owning 

meters,  see  Discrimination,  24,  25. 
Power  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  amounts  paid  for,  by  consiun- 

ers,  see  Repakation,  24. 
Valuation  of  service  connections  paid  for  by  consumers,  see  Valuation, 

302,  307-309. 

118.  Electrical  consumers  receiving  service  without  a  contract  may  be 
required  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  the  initial  service  connection,  and  discon- 
nections and  reconnections  made  at  their  request.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

h.  Care  of  equipment  on  consumers*  premises, 

119.  Demanding  a  deposit  from  the  consumer  as  a  guaranty  against 
injury  to  the  meter  is  in  violation  of  the  rulings  of  the  Montana  Com- 
mission, where  no  interest  is  paid  on  the  deposit  and  the  meter  value 
is  included  in  the  value  of  the  plant.  Roundup  v.  Roundup  Coal.  Min. 
Co.   (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

120.  A  rule  making  the  consumer  liable  for  any  injury  to  the  meter 
is  unreasonable  in  so  far  as  it  imposes  a  liability  for  injury  not  due 
to  his  lack  of  ordinary  care.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Water- 
works Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

c.  Ownership  of  meters. 

Utility  ordered  to  acquire  all  meters  to  eliminate  discrimination  in 
meter  rental  charge,  see  Disceimination,  26. 

Annotation  on  ownership  and  maintenance  of  meters,  P.U.R.1916E, 
p.  953. 

121.  Electric  meters  should  be  furnished  and  installed  by  the  utility 
at  its  own  expense.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin 
Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

122.  A  water  utility  must  bear  the  expense  of  providing  and  instal- 
ling meters.    Gable  v.  Emporium  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1910E,  961. 

123.  Water  meters  should  be  furnished  and  kept  in  repair  free  by  the 
utility.    Re  Chillicothe  Gaslight  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

124.  A  water  utility  will  be  authorized  to  change  from  a  flat  to  a 
meter  rate  to  prevent  waste,  although  the  meters  will  be  owned  by  con- 
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sumeri,  contrary  to  the  Commission's  policy,  it  appearing  that  mu- 
nicipal ownership  is  contemplated  on  the  expiration  of  a  proposed 
short  term  franchise,  and  that  the  municipality  agrees  to  the  meter 
ownership.     Re  Heisen    (III.)   P.U.R.1916D^903. 

125.  Electric  meters  on  the  premises  of  consumers  should  be  owned 
by  the  utility.  Currant  v.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  <I11.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  917;  WoH  v.  Hullinger  (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

126.  In  ordering  an  electric  company  to  acquire  consumers*  meters, 
it  was  permitted,  in  case  of  purchase,  to  tender  not  less  than  the  origi- 
nal price,  less  7  per  cent  for  each  year  of  installation;  and  in  case  of 
rental,  to  pay  annually  not  to  exceed  7  per  cent  of  the  cost  for  depre- 
ciation and  7  per  cent  for  interest,  provided  the  consumer  agreed  to 
yield  title  after  the  meter  had  been  in  service  for  fifteen  years,  and  that 
the  amount  paid  to  him  should  not  exceed  $1.50  per  annum.  Currant 
V.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  917;  Woll  v. 
Hullinger  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

127.  A  municipal  electrical  utility  was  relieved  from  a  statutory  obli- 
gation to  supply  meters  to  consumers,  where  the  utility  was  operating 
under  a  limited  earning  power  and  finances.  Re  Fennimore  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  848. 

128.  Gas  consumers  were  required  to  pay  the  cost  of  installing  stand- 
ard credit  meters,  requested  within  a  year,  in  place  of  prepayment 
meters,  but  the  company  was  not  allowed  to  charge  for  changes  made 
thereafter,  or  for  original  installations.  Re  Public  Service  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1016A,  400. 

d.  Control  of  meters, 

129.  A  water  utility  owning  the  meters  has  a  right  to  remove  a 
meter  and  substitute  another  without  the  consumer's  consent  provided 
it  preserves  the  record  of  the  old  meter,  so  that  no  injustice  is  done  to 
the  consumer.    Powell  v.  California  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  874. 

c.  Accura4^  of  meters. 

130.  An  electric  meter  should  not  be  used  which  has  an  error  of  regis- 
tration in  excess  of  2  per  cent  under  normal  operation,  the  con- 
sumer having  the  right  to  require  a  test  to  be  made  in  his  presence  or 
that  of  an  expert,  a  reasonable  charge  to  be  made  for  tests  made  oftener 
than  once  in  six  months.  East  Baker sfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin 
Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

/.  Prepaym^ixt  meters, 

131.  A  rule  requiring  prepayment  gas  meters  to  be  located  in  places 
that  are  as  inaccessible  as  possible  to  persons  having  no  right  upon  the 
premises  is  unreasonable  and  unnecessary.  Re  Western  United  Gas  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  708. 

g.  Devices  for  limiting  use  of  electricity, 

132.  An  electric  utility  may  require  a  power  consumer  to  install  a 
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suitable  device  to  lin^it  the  initial  or  starting  current,  where  the  start* 
ing  of  his  machinery  has  caused  difficulty  in  maintaining  a  uniform 
voltage  on  the  lighting  circuits.  Re  Poynette  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  541. 

133.  A  circuit  breaker,  to  break  the  connection  of  electric  stand-by 
service  with  premises  having  a  private  supply,  upon  the  consumer's 
maximum  demand  exceeding  the  amount  contracted  for,  of  a  type  ap- 
proved by  the  utility  and  under  its  sole  control,  should  be  installed  by 
the  consumer  at  his  own  expense,  unless  it  is  impossible  for  his  appli- 
ances to  use  current  in  excess  of  the  contractual  demand.  Re  Ulinoia 
Northern  Utilities  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  632. 

h.  Service  connections, 

134.  Electric  transformers  should  be  supplied  by  the  utility  even 
though  the  revenue  may  not  justify  the  installation,  since  transformers 
are  a  necessary  instrumentality  in  the  rendition  of  service,  and  the 
utility  can  protect  itself  by  the  rate  or  by  a  guaranty.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
830. 

135.  It  is  reasonable  for  a  gas  company  to  bear  the  expense  of  in- 
stalling services  to  the  consumer's  property  line  only.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

136.  The  Wisconsin  Commission,  although  recognizing  that  it  has 
no  jurisdiction  in  the  premises,  recommended  that  a  municipal  water 
plant  install  at  its  own  expense  the  service  pipe  from  the  main  to  the 
curb.     Denning  v.  Janesville  Water  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  465. 

137.  A  water  utility  must  install  service  connections  at  its  own  ex- 
pense. Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  180. 

138.  A  water  utility,  and  not  the  consumer,  must  furnish  the  service 
pipe  from  the  main  to  the  consumer's  premises.    Re  Cripple  Creek  Water 

.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

139.  A  water  utility  occupying  the  streets  of  a  municipality  under  a 
public  franchise  owes  no  duty  to  furnish  at  its  own  expense  service 
connections  between  its  main  and  the  consumers'  premises.  Birming- 
ham Waterworks  Co.  v.  Hernandez,  P.U.R.1916E,  438  (S.  C.  —  Ala.  — , 
L.R.A.1916E,  258,  71  So.  443). 

140.  A  rule  of  a  water  utility  is  unreasonable  which  prevents  the  in- 
stallation of  the  service  pipe  from  the  curb  box  to  the  house  by  per- 
sons other  than  the  employees  of  the  utility,  although  a  utility  may 
satisfy  itself  that  the  person  designated  by  the  property  owner  to  in- 
stall the  service  pipe  is  competent  to  perform  the  work,  and  may  cause 
an  inspection  of  the  work  upon  its  completion  and  charge  a  reason- 
able fee  therefor.  Zimmerman  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  257. 

141.  A  water  company  must  maintain  its  street  service  connections  up 
to  and  including  the  stop  cock,  even  though  the  pipe  was  laid  and 
owned  by  the  consumer  who,  a^  a  condition  precedent  to  service,  was 
required  to  agree  that  he  would  keep  such  pipe  in  repair.  Gillmore  v. 
Hackensack  Water  Co.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916B,  2i. 
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i.  Tapping  charge. 

142.  A  $10  charge  for  tapping  tke  water  supply  main  of  a  municipal 
system  is  unlawful.    Re  Council  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  1091. 

VII.  Discrimination. 

Discrimination  in  service,  see  Discrimination,  IV. 

VIII.  Service  hy  particular  utilities, 
a.  Electricity. 

1.  In  general. 

Supplying  transformers  to  some  consumers  and  not  to  others  as  dis- 
crimination, see  Discrimination,  132. 

143.  An  electric  utility  is  estopped  from  claiming  that  its  revenue 
is  insufficient  to  enable  it  to  improve  its  plant  so  as  to  render  adequate 
service,  where  its  predecessor,  but  three  years  before  in  a  proceeding 
to  admit  competition,  had  represented  that  they  were  supplying  all 
demands  for  service  and  could  readily  double  their  present  capacity, 
and  where  the  Commission  is  convinced  that  the  demand  for  electricity 
is  sufficiently  great  to  warrant  the  expenditure.  Peterson  v.  Meadows 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916F,  891. 

144.  An  electric  company  was  required  to  serve  an  apartment  house 
notwithstanding  the  house  was  being  served  by  contract  with  another 
company  and  had  only  an  underground  connection  in  an  overhead  dis- 
trict, where  the  existing  service  is  imsatisfactory  and  the  owner  agreed 
to  pay  for  the  necessary  service  wires  and  pipes.  Miller  v.  Pacific  Gas 
k  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  477. 

145.  An  electric  utility  has  no  exclusive  right  to  install  the  main-line 
switch,  cut-out,  and  the  inclosing  box,  for  which  the  consumer  must  pay 
upon  wires  being  compelled  to  be  placed  underground,  although  he  can 
hire  the  utility  as  his  contractor  for  the  work.  Stein  v.  Consolidated 
Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  80. 

146.  Farmers  paying  a  flat  rate  for  a  maximum  amount  of  electricity 
for  irrigation  pumps  should  be  permitted  to  use  the  energy  for  other 
purposes  when  the  pumps  are  not  in  use  and  the  demand  is  controlled 
by  a  double  throw  switch  or  other  limiting  device,  although  an 
occasional  consumer  may  use  current  in  excess  of  his  payment.  East 
Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

147.  An  intending  electric  consumer  cannot  be  required  as  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  service  to  grant  a  free  right  of  way  over  his  premises 
for  the  distribution  line  beyond  his  installation.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

148.  An  electric  lighting  utility  was  permitted,  in  deviation  from 
rule  31(a)  of  the  standards  of  service  fixed  by  the  Illinois  Commission, 
to  assume  two  thirds  of  the  cost  of  service  extension  of  2-pole  lengths 
to  a  small  consumer  who  requests  connection  through  a  "limiter,"  which 
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permits  of  a  maximum  annual  revalue  of  only  $12  compared  with  a 
normal  annual  average  of  $18  received  from  an  average  consumer.  Re 
Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  14. 

149.  General  and  special  rules  regulating  the  service  of  gas,  electric 
and  water  utilities  were  adopted  by  the  Colorado  Commission  to  be 
effective  January  1,  1917.  Re  Rules  Regulating  Gas,  E.  &  Water  Service 
(Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  851. 

150.  Standard  rules  for  electric  utilities  governing  the  quality  of 
service,  tests  of  service  and  meters,  meter  readings  and  bill  forms, 
meter  rentals  and  deposits,  continuity  of  supply,  voltage  and  frequency 
variations,  lamps  furnished  by  utilities,  and  otherwise  regulating  serv- 
ice, were  adopted  by  the  Maryland  Commission  to  be  effective  on  Febru- 
ary 1,  1916.    Re  Fixing  Stondard  Rules  <Md.)  P.U.R.1916B,  554. 

j9.  Safety  of  oquiptnmU. 

151.  A  utility  required  by  statute  to  furnish  electric  current  upon 
application  has  a  right  to  enforce  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  to 
assure  the  sufficiency  and  safety  of  the  equipment  within  the  building  to 
which  the  current  is  to  be  supplied.  Tismer  v.  New  York  Edison  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  949  (S.  C.  —  App.  Div.  — ,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  28). 

152.  A  utility  may  refuse  to  furnish  electric  current  without  a  certifi- 
cate from  the  board  of  fire  underwriters  certifying  to  the  sufficiency  and 
safety  of  the  consumer's  equipment,  although  such  certificate  cannot  be 
procured  without  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $2.50,  since  if  the  utility  had 
elected  to  inspect  the  consumer's  equipment  it  would  have  been  entitled 
to  make  a  reasonable  charge  for  that  service.  Tismer  v.  New  York  Edi- 
son Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  949  (S.  C.  —  App.  Div.  — ,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  28). 

3,  Hours  of  service. 

153.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  required  to  install  an  unprofitable 
all-night  service,  until  there  can  be  an  equitable  increase  in  revenue. 
Austin  V.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  651. 

154.  All-night  electric  service,  that  can  be  given  only  when  there  is 
sufficient  water  for  generating  current,  cannot  be  required  on  the  basis 
of  payment  only  for  the  available  hours.  Austin  v.  Phillips  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  651. 

155.  All-night  electric  service  will  not  be  required  to  be  restored  in  a 
village  until  a  majority  of  consumers  agree  to  an  increase  in  rates, 
where  it  appears  that,  owing  to  the  limited  number  of  consumers,  it 
is  impracticable  to  furnish  continuous  service  at  the  ordinary  rates, 
that  comparatively  few  plants  of  the  same  class  give  such  service,  and 
that  the  additional  convenience  to  the  general  public  is  not  of  sufficient 
importance  to  justify  the  necessary  increase  in  expense.  Neosho  v. 
Neosho  Electric  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1910F,  457. 

156.  A  town  is  entitled  to  shorten  the  hours  of  burning  electric  street 
lights,  and  to  change  to  a  meter  from  a  flat-rate  basis,  provided  that 
there  is  no  contract,  that  the  utility  is  reasonably  compensated  for  the 
service,  and  that  impracticable  methods  of  metering  or  arrangements  of 
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circuits  are  not  required.     Bly  v.  Window  Electric  Light  Jb  P.  Co. 
(Ariz.)  P,U.R.1916A,  227. 

4.  Requiring  waiver  of  future  damages, 

157.  It  is  unreasonable  to  require  an  electric  consumer  to  waive 
future  damages  from  defective  service  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
service.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  k  P.  Corp. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

b.  Express. 

158.  Free  collection  and  delivery  will  not  be  required  of  an  express 
company  handling  only  8,414  incoming  and  outgoing  packages  at  no 
more  than  a  gross  revenue  of  $2,983.52  in  a  town  of  1,000  inhabitants. 
Curtis  v.  Wells,  Fargo  k  Co.  Exp.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916A,  287. 

o.  Ctas. 

169.  A  utility  operating  on  low  pressure  a  gas  plant  formerly  main- 
tained at  high  pressure  was  ordered  to  remove  dead  ends  in  the  laterals 
to  give  a  better  circulation  of  gas  through  the  supply  lines  where  it 
appeared  that  such  change  was  necessary  to  give  satisfactory  service 
with  low  pressure.  Thompson  v.  Dewey  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
360. 

160.  A  gas  company,  although  having  the  only  franchise  to  lay  mains 
in  city  streets,  cannot  be  required  to  furnish  gas  for  municipal  lamps 
which  another  company  equips,  lights,  and  extinguishes,  where  the 
former  must  accept  the  records  of  the  latter  as  to  the  amount  of  con- 
sumption, or  at  its  own  expense  install  meters  for  each  lamp,  or  employ 
inspe*ctors  to  record  the  time  of  use.  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Newark, 
P.U.R.1916F,  532   (S.  C.  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  98  Atl.  404). 

161.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  adopt  a  plan  of  "continuous 
meter  reading**  whereby  the  territory  served  was  divided  into  twenty- 
flve  districts,  the  meters  of  a  separate  district  to  be  read  each  working 
day,  the  bills  to  be  submitted  the  following  day,  and  to  be  paid  within 
ten  days.    Re  Elkhart  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916C,  419. 

162.  British  thermal  units  are  a  fairer  gas  standard,  in  the  present 
stage  of  the  art,  than  candle  power.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E. 
Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

163.  General  and  special  rules  regulating  the  service  of  gas,  electric, 
and  water  utilities  were  adopted  by  the  Colorado  Commission  to  be 
effective  January  1,  1917.  Re  Rules  Regulating  Gas,  E.  &  Water  Serv- 
ice  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916F,  851. 

d.  Interurhan  railways, 

1.  In  general. 

164.  An  interurhan  railway  will  ncJt  be  required  to  render  local 
service  in  a  city  where  that  service  is  the  duty  of  the  local  railway 
and  is  apparently  adequate,  the  large  interurhan  traffic  is  already  tax- 
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ing  the  capacity  of  the  inter  urban  line,  and,  because  of  the  construction 
of  high-speed  interurban  cars,  such  operation  would  delay  local  traffic, 
and  materially  lower  the  running  time  required  of  interurban  service. 
Albany  v.  Schenectady  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  62. 

165.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  compelled  to  abandon  a  station 
for  steam  trains  and  to  establish  on  its  urban  and  interurban  road  an 
electric  station  only  2,710  feet  distant  from  a  main  electric  station, 
where  it  appears  the  new  station,  owing  to  a  necessary  increase  in  fare 
and  preferential  service,  will  not  be  used  by  any  considerable  number 
of  residents;  that  a  reasonable  return  will  not  be  assured  on  the  ex- 
penditures for  the  new  facilities,  and  that  there  would  not  be  a  sufficient 
nimiber  of  passengers  to  jusfify  interference  with  the  high-speed  service 
by  requiring  trains  to  stop  at  the  new  station.  Manufacturers  &  P. 
Interests  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

2.  Car  equipment  and  sanitation, 

166.  Interurban  railway  cars  carrying  large  number  of  workmen 
in  their  working  clothes  should  be  thoroughly  cleaned  at  the  end  of 
each  day,  and,  in  addition,  should  be  fumigated  at  frequent  intervals. 
Shannon  v.  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1016E,  480. 

3.  Rtish'hour  service, 

167.  An  interurban  railway  should  run  a  car  every  half  hour  dur- 
ing the  evening  rush  hours,  where  cars  of  a  capacity  to  seat  44  per- 
sons carry  on  an  average  more  than  84  persons  if  run  on  the  regular 
hourly  schedule,  and  more  than  63  persons  if  only  one  additional 
car  is  run.     Shannon  v.  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  480. 

4.  Headway, 

168.  An  interurban  and  a  street  railway  operated  on  the  same  track, 
and  each  supplementing  the  service  of  the  other,  will  be  required,  as 
far  as  practicable,  to  run  their  cars  upon  a  uniform  headway.  Albany 
V.  Schenectady  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  62. 

5.  Stops, 

169.  A  railroad  may  be  required  to  make  local  stops  on  the  route 
of  an  lurban  and  interurban  electric  road,  established  especially  for 
through  express  service,  with  no  provision  for  local  service,  where  the 
development  and  growth  of  the  territory  reasonably  require  such  stops. 
Manufacturers  &  P.  Interests  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (X.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

170.  The  fact  that  the  stopping  of  trains  at  a  proposed  new  station 
on  an  urban  and  interurban  electric  road  will  result  in  lengthening  the 
schedule  of  certain  trains  and  in  delaying  through  trains  is  not  in  itself 
sufficient  to  deter  the  New  Jersey  Commission  from  requiring  such  ac- 
tion, if  necessary  for  adequate  -and  proper  service.  Manufacturers  & 
P.  Interests  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (X.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  155. 

171.  The  unsafe  condition  of  a  roughly  constructed  bridge  or  plat- 
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form  voluntarily  erected  by  patrons  of  an  interurban  railway  company 
to  render  accessible  a  station  stop  established  by  the  utility,  without 
special  investigation  and  witiiout  knowledge  as  to  the  suitability  or 
accessibility  of  the  location,  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  discontinu- 
ance of  the  station  stop,  where  the  structure  can  be  made  reasonably 
safe  at  slight  expense,  and  where  the  utility  established  the  station 
presumably  on  the  theory  that  patronage  warranted  it,  and  apparently 
maintained  it  without  interference  with  its  schedule  or  running  time 
for  a  period  of  six  months,  when  it  was  discontinued  without  knowledge 
as  to  the  extent  of  its  use  by  patrons.  Re  lozinski  (Conn.)  P.U.R. 
IdlGA,  10. 

6.  Irrigation  companies, 

172.  Irrigation  water  need  not  be  made  pure  for  domestic  use  by  one 
who  does  not  pay  for  domestic  service.  Lehman  v.  Truckee  River  Gen- 
eral Electric  Co.  (fcal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  390. 

/.  Natural  gas. 

173.  Failure  of  a  natural  gas  company  to  comply  with  an  order  to 
distribute  an  adequate  supply  of  gas  to  city  residents  is  not  excused  by 
the  refusal  of  a  producing  company  to  continue  to  furnish  gas  at  the 
contract  price,  where  the  distributer  refuses  to  pay  the  market  price  or 
to  connect  with  another  producer  charging  more  than  the  distributer 
receives  from  some  patrons,  such  price  concessions  to  the  patrons  ap- 
pearing to  be  detrimental  to  the  public  service  and  subject  to  with- 
drawal.    Shufeldt  V.  Citizens  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  232. 

174.  A  natural  gas  company  which  cut  off  service  to  a  city  and  its 
inhabitants,  upon  the  city  necessarily  injuring  the  laterals  in  grading 
a  street  after  the  utility  had  neglected  to  lower  them  upon  notice,  can- 
not require  the  city  to  restore  the  i^stem  or  pay  for  the  injury  as  a 
condition  to  restoring  service,  where  the  franchise  requires  all  mains 
to  be  18  inches  below  the  established  grade,  and  not  to  interfere  with 
the  curbing  and  guttering,  and  where  the  utility  has  a  monopoly.  Len- 
apah  V.  Continental  Gas  Compressing  Corp.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  686. 

175.  Die  failure  of  a  natural  gas  com)>any  to  furnish  an  adequate 
supply  of  gas  at  all  times  is  not  excused  by  the  involuntary  shutting 
cff  of  a  supply  well  and  the  filling  Up  of  the  pipe  lines  with  water, 
where  it  has  neglected  to  make  provision  for  emergencies.  Nowata 
V.  Citizens'  Gas  Co.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A,  191. 

176.  A  natural  gas  extension  from  a  village  cannot  be  refused  be- 
cause it  would  include  a  dead  end  which  might  injure  the  other  serv- 
ice, where  such  method  is  used  by  gas  companies  generally  and  prevails 
in  the  particular  village,  since  the  utility  should  install  such  appli- 
ances as  will  obviate  any  trouble.  Moore  v.  Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co. 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  223. 

g.  Railroads, 
1,  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  physical  connection  of  railroads,  see 
supra,  35,  36. 
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Showing  necessary  to  secure  certificate  of  convenience  for  construction 
of  railroad,  see  Cebtificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  19. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  physical  connection  between  railroad, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  352. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  state  regulation  of  operation  of  rail- 
roads as  affected  by  Federal  control  over  interstate  commerce,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  167. 

177.  A  provision,  whether  made  by  statute  or  order  of  a  Commission, 
which  fixes  rates  for  the  carriage  of  passengers  or  freight  by  a  railroad 
company,  is  to  be  distinguished  from  an  order  whidi  requires  it  to  fur- 
nish a  particular  facility  or  perform  a  duty  imposed  by  reason  of  the 
exercise  of  rights  and  franchisee  which  it  has  acquired  from  the  state; 
the  fact  that  some  loss  would  result  from  compliance  with  the  latter 
does  not  in  and  of  itself  conclusively  establish  the  imreasonableness  of 
the  order,  but  is  an  important  element  to  be  considered  with  all  the  • 
other  facts  bearing  on  that  question.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (S.  C.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  L.R.A. 
— ,  — ,  HON.  E.  621). 

178.  A  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  reconstruct  an  abandoned 
branch  line  either  on  the  old  route  or  on  an  alternative  route,  it  ap- 
pearing that  grants  of  money  and  property  had  been  made  to  a  prede- 
cessor with  the  express  understanding  that  such  line  would  be  con- 
structed, that  the  line  was  originally  built  and  operated  in  compliance 
therewith,  that  considerable' business  was  developed,  that  the  line  was 
abandoned  after  several  washouts  at  great  loss  to  the  company,  that 
its  abandonment  caused  considerable  injury  to  certain  jobbing  interests, 
that  the  development  of  the  territory  along  the  line  of  railway  was 
seriously  retarded  by  such  abandonment,  that  the  present  and  pros- 
pective business  would  justify  the  expenditure,  and  that  the  company 
was  able  to  bear  the  expense,  although  the  donation  agreements  were 
held  not  controlling.  Cabrillo  Club  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  102. 

179.  The  California  Commission  ordered  that  §  1,  chapter  494,  Laws 
of  1915,  which  prohibits  en^neers  and  other  trainmen  from  receiving, 
delivering,  or  transmitting,  by  telephone  or  telegraph,  orders  governing 
the  movement  of  trains,  should  not  apply  to  electric  railroads;  or  where 
the  employee  voluntarily  asks  for  a  train  order;  or  in  case  of  accident, 
obstructions,  failure  of  signals,  and  the  like;  or  after  the  expiration 
of  fifteen  minutes  from  the  time  of  arrival  of  a  train  at  a  train  tele- 
phone;  or  to  the  operation  of  working,  relief,  or  wrecking  trains;  or 
where  the  employee  calls  up  the  despatchcr,  giving  his  whereabouts  and 
asking  for  or  receiving  information  not  amounting  to  a  train  order. 
Re  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  88. 

2.  Station  faciimea, 

(a)  In  general. 

Review  of  order  merely  directing  the  establishment  of  station,  see  Ap- 

PEAt    AND   T^EVIEAV,    19. 
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Power  of  CommissioD  to  direct  railroad  to  make  application  to  local 
authorities  for  franchise  for  passenger  station,  see  Comhisbions, 
12. 

Proper  parties  to  proceeding  to  compel  erection  of  station,  see  Pabties, 
5,  11. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
passenger  and  freight  stations,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  818. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  abandonment  or  discontinuance  of 
station  service,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  826. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  maintenance  of  telephones  at 
stations,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  828. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  stock  yard  facilities  at  railroad 
stations,  P.U.R.  19167,  p.  830. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  duties  of  railroad  to  furnish  storage 
facilities  for  grain,  P.i;.R.1916E,  p.  830. 

180.  Railroads  were  required  to  establish  a  station  house  and  facili- 
ties at  a  station  in  a  rich  farming  commimity,  although  the  volume  of 
traffic  thereat  was  very  small,  where  the  absence  of  places  of  business 
where  farmers  could  do  their  trading  was  a  contributing  cause,  and  a 
general  store  and  other  business  buildings  are  in  process  of  erection, 
or  in  contemplation.  Jennen  v.  Fairmount  &  V.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  46. 

181.  While  the  duty  of  furnishing  reasonably  adequate  depot  facili- 
ties may  be  enforced,  the  nature  and  extent  of  facilities  required  to  be 
furnished  should  be  determined  after  a  due  consideration  of  all  perti- 
nent facts,  including  the  expense  to  tte  carrier  and  the  relative  benefits 
to  the  public  to  be  served.  State  ex  rel.  Burr  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  619  (S.  C.  —  Fla.  —,  70  So.  941. 

182.  A  Commission  is  not  bound  to  order  a  new  railroad  station  at  a 
^  point  at  which  the  cost  of  construction  would  not  be  justified,  merely 

because  the  complainants  agree  to  pay  for  it,  although  at  a  former 
hearing  the^^  were  encouraged  to  raise  the  money  under  the  justifiable 
assumption  that  the  company  would  then  consider,  in  a  sympathetic 
and  friendly  spirit,  the  question  of  the  stoppage  of  trains  there.  Mine- 
ola  Park  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  997. 

183.  It  would  be  an  abuse  of  power  for  a  Commission  to  order  a 
railroad  company  to  maintain  a  station  not  warranted  from  an  economic 
standpoint,  although  built  by  patrons,  it  appearing  that  the  railroad  is 
far  from  prosperous,  that  complainants  have  a  station  on  either  side 
within  a  mile  and  a  half,  with  trolley  connections,  and  that  the  stop- 
ping of  the  trains  at  the  proposed  point  would  interfere  with  existing 
service.  Mineola  Park  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  997. 

184.  A  railroad  will  not  be  required  to  expend  a  substantial  sum 
to  erect  an  unprofitable  passenger  station  upon  mere  general  allegations 
that  amounts  can  be  secured  from  depot  concessions  that  will  equal  the 
cost  of  maintenance.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Termi- 
nal R.  Co.  P.U.R.  1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

185.  Only  the  population,  business  and  resident,  that  cannot  be  con- 
veniently served  at  existing  railroad  stations  should  be  considered  in 
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determining  whether  to  order  another  depot.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis 
Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S. 
C.  R.  690). 

186.  To  reqnire  the  erection  of  a  railroad  passenger  depot  as  a  public 
necessity  or  convenience  in  a  city  having  other  stations,  it  should  appear 
that  a  substantial  number  of  persons  and  industries  will  be  served,  that 
they  could  not  be  served  conveniently  at  the  existing  stations,  that  the 
public  safety  will  not  be  endangered,  that  the  expense  will  not  contra- 
vene a  constitutional  mandate  of  due  observance  of  property  rights,  and, 
as  applied  to  through  trains,  that  the  convenience  of  through  passen- 
ger and  the  rights  of  interstate  carriers  will  not  be  ignored.  Sessing- 
haus V.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004 
(S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

187.  A  terminal  railroad  company  will  not  be  ordered  to  erect  an 
additional  passenger  station  in  a  city,  where  two  existing  stations  are 
safe,  adequate,  and  convenient,  where  a  large  expenditure  would  be 
required  which  would  yield  no  return,  where  an  unjustifiable  stopping 
of  interstate  trains  would  be  required,  and  where  railroads  which  must 
use  the  station  and  a  railroad  whose  tracks  must  be  relocated  are  not 
made  parties.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

188.  An  additional  railroad  passenger  station  cannot  be  ordered 
merely  because  the  site  may  be  better  than  those  of  existing  stations 
furnishing  adequate  facilities,  where  a  large  sum  must  be  spent  with- 
out any  hope  of  a  return.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge 
Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

189.  A  franchise  obligation  to  erect  a  railroad  depot  may  be  enforced 
by  complaint  to  the  Missouri  Commission  asking  it,  first,  to  hear  and 
determine  the  question  of  law  and  fact  and  issue  an  appropriate  order, 
or  second,  to  institute  the  necessary  legal  proceeding  through  its  gen- 
eral counsel,  under  statutory  authority  to  require  adequate  service  of 
common  carriers,  although  the  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
enforce  specific  performance  of  contracts  or  to  give  relief  in  the  nature 
of  mandamus.  Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

(h)   Access  to  station. 

190.  A  railroad  should  be  ordered  to  enforce  a,  landowner's  agreement 
to  provide  access  to  a  station  on  his  land,  under  Commission  power  to 
make  rules  for  adequate  service,  where  he  prevents  the  public  from 
passing  over  the  land.  Calamba  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (Philippine)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  433. 

(c)   Location  of  station, 

191.  A  change  in  the  location  of  a  railroad  depot,  to  shorten  by  sev- 
eral hundred  feet  the  distance  the  great  majority  of  passengers  must 
walk,  and  to  overcome  inadequate  means  of  ingress  and  egress  and 
insufficient  facilities,  will  not  be  required  in  a  village  of  only  500  in- 
habitants, where  the  cost  of  the  change  will  be  several  thousand  dollars 
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more  than  the  cost  of  constructing  adequate  approaches  and  facilities 
at  the  present  location.  Borders  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  687. 

(d)  Keeping  of  station  open, 

192.  A  railroad  was  directed  to  keep  its  station  in  a  small  village 
open  for  trains  arriving  at  8:38  and  9:09  p.  m.  from  October  15  to 
April  15,  notwithstanding  it  would  necessitate  employing  a  caretaker 
to  open  and  close  the  station,  over  the  railroad's  objection  that  the  reve- 
nue did  not  warrant  employment  of  more  than  one  station  agent,  and 
that  under  the  Federal  Hours  of  Service  Act  (Act  March,  4,  1907)  it 
would  change  the  station  from  a  one-man,  thirteen-hour  "day  station" 
to  a  "day  and  night  station,*'  which  must  be  nm  on  a  basis  of  nine- 
hour  shifts,  upon  the  ground  that  such  caretaker  was  not  "an  employee'' 
nor  one  "engaged  in  or  connected  with  the  movement  of  any  train" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Packard  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  811. 

3.  Parcel  cUecking, 

193.  A  railroad  has  considerable  discretion  in  determining  whether 
parcel  checking  service  shall  be  maintained  and  the  charge  to  be  made 
for  it,  since  such  service  is  not  necessarily  a  part  of  the  transportation 
business.  Merchants'  Protective  Committee  v.  Central  New  England  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1048. 

4,  Baggage. 

Order  as  to  storage  of  sample  baggage  to  include  general  baggage  al- 
though public  not  a  party,  see  Pabties,  3. 

194.  Railroads  should  give  free  storage  of  baggage,  both  sample  and 
personal,  received  after  noon  on  Friday  and  claimed  before  noon  the 
following  Monday.  Deane  v.  Atchiwm,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E, 
182  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  466). 

5.  Facilitiea  for  loading  and  unloading. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  loading  facilities,  see  supra,  46. 

195.  A  railroad  will  be  required  to  build  a  platform  for  loading  and 
unloading  heavy  machinery  at  a  station,  where  shippers  are  put  to  con- 
siderable inconvenience,  loss  of  time,  danger,  and  expense,  the  cost  will 
be  only  $156.55,  and  skids,  proposed  by  the  railroad  as  an  alternative, 
are  adapted  only  to  the  handling  of  automobiles.  Meyers  v.  Chicago. 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  778. 

e.  Passenger  train  service. 

(a)  In  general. 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  order  r^ulating  train  seiTice,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  18. 
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Burden  of  proof  of  reasonableness  of  order  for  daily  operation  of  two 
passenger  trains  on  branch  line  of  railroad,  see  Evidence,  5. 

Burden  of  showing  facts  to  justify  discontinuance  of  interurban  service 
on^part  of  railroad  voluntarily  established  and  maintained  for  many 
years,  see  Evidence,  6. 

Ck)n3truction  of  orders  relative  to  train  service,  see  Ordebs,  1. 

196.  No  fixed  rule  has  been  formulated  for  determining  what  consti- 
tutes reasonable  railroad  passenger  service  in  a  particular  case.  Duns- 
more  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (lowft)  P.U.R.1916A,  289. 

197.  The  Iowa  statute  relative  to  passenger  ser\ice  (chapter  176,  Acts 
of  the  36th  General  Assembly^,  which  provides  that  not  less  than  two 
trains  each  way  shall  be  furnished  by  a  railroad  of  more  than  25  miles 
in  length,  when  ordered  by  the  Commission,  and  that  a  less  number  of 
trains  shall  be  presumed  unreasonable,  does  not  define  what  shall  be 
the  reasonable  or  adequate  service  in  all  cases;  but  provides  for  the 
minimum  limit  of  reasonable  service,  although  the  caption  of  the  act 
is  "Reasonable  Service  Defined."  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.  1916A,  289. 

198.  In  determining  what  constitutes  reasonable  railroad  branch  line 
passenger  service  it  is  necessary  to  determine  what  the  total  earnings 
from  all  freight  and  passenger  traffic  in  that  branch  arc,  after  making 
proper  credit  for  through  traffic,  and  what  the  net  earnings  on  the  addi- 
tional passenger  train  sought  to  be  required  are.  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916A,  289. 

199.  The  furnishing  of  adequate  passenger  branch  line  service  does 
not  always  require  that  carriers  so  operate  their  trains  as  to  permit 
persons  to  go  from  their  local  towns  to  the  principal,  market  towns  or 
city,  and  return  the  same  day,  since  the  profitableness  of  the  particular 
train  demanded  is  an  important  factor  to  be  considered,  although  it  is 
not  controlling.  Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa) 
P.U.R.1916A,  289. 

200.  A  railroad  will  not  be  permitted  to  run  a  main  line  steam  train 
over  a  branch  in  lieu  of  a  branch  motor  train,  where  the  cost  com- 
plained of  will  not  be  reduced,  and  where  the  proposed  service  will  be 
no  better  except  on  the  main  line,  which  does  not  need  an  additional 
train.    Fellers  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Xeb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  837. 

201.  Railroad  passenger  service  is  not  shown  to  exceed  the  public 
need,  so  as  to  permit  discontinuance  of  a  motor  train,  merely  by  the 
fact  that  branches  on  other  roads  have  less  service,  unless  similarity 
of  conditions  is  shown  from  a  consideration  of  the  relation  of  each 
branch  to  the  main  line  and  to  other  lines  operating  in  the  same  terri- 
tory, the  amount  of  traffic  and  earnings,  the  public  needs  of  local  travel 
and  main  line  connections,  the  requirements  of  mail  and  express  patrons, 
and  other  conditions  peculiar  to  the  territories.  Fellers  v.  Union  P. 
R.  Co.   (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  837. 

202.  A  railroad  will  not  be  required  to  operate  an  additional  train 
over  a  branch  line  to  enable  inhabitants  of  local  towns  to  visit  their 
state  capital,  county  seat,  or  principal  trading  point  and  return  the 
same  day,  where  the  additional  service  would  be  given  at  a  loss,  and 
the  carrier  has  complied  with  the  statute  (§  2116  of  Code  of  1907,  as 
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amended  by  chapter  176  of  the  35th  General  AsBembly),  which  defines 
two  passenger  trains  each  way  per  day  to  be  a  reasonable  service.  Bots- 
ford  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916A,  310. 

203.  A  railroad  will  not  be  required  to  operate  an  additional  passen-  , 
ger  train  on  a  branch  line  at  a  loss  for  the  convenience  of  a  limited 
population,  upon  the  sole  consideration  that  the  entire  system  is  being 
operated  at  a  profit.    Botsford  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R. 
191 6A,  310. 

204.  A  railroad  company  does  not  sustain  the  burden  of  showing  that 
a  two-train-a-day  passenger  service  on  a  branch  line  is  unreasonable, 
when,  owing  to  incorrect  methods  of  accounting  and  apportionment,  it 
cannot  be  determined  whether  the  entire  passenger  and  freight  traffic, 
or  the  passenger  traffic  alone,  on  the  line,  is  profitable  or  unprofitable. 
Dunsmore  t.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916A,  289. 

205.  An  order  requiring  an  additional  passenger  train  each  way  daily 
to  serve  four  towns  is  unreasonable  where  it  appears  that  the  towns, 
ranging  in  population  from  only  619  to  1,727  inhabitants,  are  served 
by  one  local  and  two  fast  trains  each  way  daily,  that  the  interval  be- 
tween the  new  train  and- the  succeeding  train  will  be  slight,  and  that  a 
large  expenditure  of  money,  aside  from  operating  expenses,  will  be 
required.  Railroad  Commission  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
451    (S.  C.  —  Ala.  — ,  70  So.  645). 

(h)  Stoppage  of  interstate  trains. 

Jurisdiction  of  Conunission  over  interstate  service,  see  supra,  44,  45. 

206.  An  order  directing  the  stopping  of  interstate  trains  at  a  pro- 
posed passenger  station  would  not  be  justified  where  it  would  neces-. 
sitate  three  stops  within  a  distance  of  3.91  miles  in  a  city,  or  the  elimi- 
nation of  a  stop  at  an  existing  station  which  furnishes  adequate  facili- 
ties. Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1004  (S.  C.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690). 

7.  Sleeping  cars. 

207.  Evidence  of  meager  receipts  from  a  portion  only  of  passengers 
taking  sleeping  accommodations  between  certain  points  for  a  period  of 
only  three  months  and  eleven  days  will  not  overcome  the  presumption 
of  reasonable  necessity  for  the  continuance  of  sleeping  car  service 
arising  from  thirty  years'  continued  use.  Business  Men's  League  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916B,  223. 

208.  Requiring  a  railroad  to  furnish  through  sleeping  car  service  at 
a  loss  is  not  conclusively  unreasonable  and  beyond  the  power  of  the 
Commission  to  require,  since  consideration  must  be  given  to  the  util- 
ity's return  as  a  whole,  the  degree  of  convenience  to  the  public,  and  the 
reasonableness  of  the  demand  for  the  service  under  the  facts  of  each 
case.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  353. 

S.  Freight  cars. 

209.  Hie  duty  of  a  railroad  to  furnish  suitable  cars  and  apply  a 
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proper  minimum  weight  thereto  does  not  require  the  furnishing  of  cars 
to  meet  every  shipper's  particular  need,  or  to  conform  to  his  peculiar 
facilities;  but  the  burden  is  upon  the  shipper  to  adapt  himself  and  his 
facilities  to  the  use  of  such  equipment  aa  is  demanded  and  generally 
used  by  shippers  of  his  commodity.  iEtna  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.    (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916D,  666. 

210.  A  milk  company  paying  a  freight  rate  for  freight  service  is 
not  entitled  to  have  its  shipments  of  milk  transported  in  baggage  cars 
attached  to  passenger  trains,  nor  to  receive  express  service  at  freight 
rates,  simply  because  such  service  is  better  suited  to  the  needs  of  its 
business.    Logan  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  345. 

211.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  recommended  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany take  such  steps  as  might  be  necessary  to  insure  the  arrival  of 
its  milk  train  at  a  milk  platform  not  later  than  11  p.  M.  daily,  where 
such  service  ought  to  be  satisfactory  to  the  shippers  and  reasonably 
practicable  for  the  railroad.  Logan  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  345. 

212.  A  railroad  cannot  charge  freight  on  stakes  it  has  to  place  on 
lumber  cars  to  protect  the  shipment,  since  the  stakes  are  a  part  of  the 
car  equipment.    Re  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1040. 

213.  Tlie  New  Hampshire  statute  (Laws  1915,  chap.  121)  prescrib- 
ing that  railroads  must  equip  lumber  cars  with  stakes  and  wires  does 
require  that  such  equipment  shall  be  furnished  free.  Re  Boston  &  M. 
R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.UJa.l916A,  1040. 

214.  The  provisions  of  a  tariff  requiring  a  lumber  shipper  to  go  to 
"the  freight  station  or  such  other  central  place  as  may  be  assigned  by 
the  agent"  to  purchase  stakes  and  wire  to  equip  the  car,  and  to  deliver 
the  equipment  to  a  similar  place  for  repurchase  by  the  railroad,  are  not 
unduly  burdensome.    Re  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1040. 

9,  Side  tracks. 

Review  of  findings  of  Commission  in  proceedings  for  compulsory  track- 
age connections  between  railroads,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  24. 

Requiring  interchange  track  connections  between  railroads  as  denial  of 
due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  15. 

Refusal  to  rebuild  industrial  spur  track  as  \mlawful  discrimination,  see 
Discrimination,  135. 

215.  A  railroad  company  will  be  required  to  construct  a  spur  to  ac- 
commodate wheat  growers  in  tributary  territory,  although  the  point  of 
construction  is  only  2  miles  from  a  station,  where  the  cost  will  be  paid 
by  the  growers  and  their  traffic  will  more  than  compensate  for  the  ex- 
pense of  maintenance;  and  where  a  highway  will  cost  an  imreasonably 
large  sum  and,  even  if  obtained,  will  not,  on  account  of  the  distance, 
make  hauling  economical.  Lee  v.  Camas  Prairie  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1. 

216.  There  is  no  increased  operating  expense  that  will  preclude  a 
railroad  from  rebuilding  the  burnt  part  of  its  industrial  spur  track  to 
accommodate  an  abutting  owner,  where  such  extension  will  facilitate 
the  handling  of  cars  on  the  remaining*  overcrowded  part  of  the  spur. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


SERVICE,  VIII.  h,  i,  L  433 

Com.  ez  rel.  Boyster  Guano  Co.  t.  Washington  &  0.  D.  R.  Co.   (Va.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  716. 

217.  A  railroad,  having  maintained  an  industrial  spur  track  for  the 
benefit  of  contiguous  warehouses  and  the  general  public,  cannot  refuse 
to  rebuild  a  burnt  part  of  the  track  to  accommodate  an  abutting  owner, 
on  the  ground  that  the  extension  would  be  for  his  private  benefit,  since 
he  is  a  part  of  the  general  public,  and  is  also  entitled  to  the  same 
facilities  as  the  other  private  users.  Com.  ex  rel.  Royster  Guano  Co. 
V.  Washington  &  O.  D.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  716. 

h.  Steamship, 

218.  The  mere  publication  of  a  reservation  by  the  carrier  of  his  right 
to  alter  his  schedule  of  arrivals  and  departures  will  not  entitle  him  to 
make  such  alteration  for  his  own  convenience  without  regard  to  the 
rights  of  the  public  served.  District  Engineer  v.  Yangco  S.  S.  Co. 
(Philippine)  P.U.R.1916A,  964. 

219.  Adequate  service,  as  required  by  law,  is  not  given  unless  a  fixed 
schedule  of  arrivals  and  departures  at  all  ports  along  the  routes  served 
as  a  common  carrier  is  established,  published,  and  reasonably  main^ 
tained.  District  Engineer  v.  Yangco  S.  S.  Co.  (Philippine)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  964. 

i.  Street  railtvays, 

1.  In  general. 

Interurban  and  street  railway  operated  on  same  track  to  nm  cars  upon 
uniform  headway,  see  supra,  168. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  serving  by,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  353. 

220.  A  stre^  railway  will  not  be  required  to  extend  service?  one  block 
and  a  half  where  its  transfer  system  affords  as  good  service.  Re  Union 
R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist.  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  773. 

221.  A  street  railway  was  denied  the  right  to  substitute  motor  bus 
service  for  street  car  service  on  an  unprofitable  line  where  steep  grades 
and  sharp  curves  render  the  operation  of  motor  vehicles  dangerous  and 
part  of  the  street  was  impassable  for  such  vehicles  during  certain  sea- 
sons of  the  year.  Re  Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  338. 

222.  The  removal  of  street  railway  tracks  cannot  be  prohibited,  mere- 
ly because  the  value  of  abutting  property  will  be  depreciated.  Thor- 
mann  v.  Denver  &  I.  R.  Co.   (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  421. 

223.  The  removal  of  street  railway  tracks  in  front  of  a  railroad 
depot  will  not  be  prohibited  in  an  adjustment  of  facilities,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  few  persons  use  cars  to  go  to  the  depot,  that  the  cars  passing 
the  depot  go  to  an  unsettled  part  of  the  city,  and  that  the  depot  will  be 
only  one  block  from  the  new  tracks.  Thormann  v.  Denver  &  I.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)  P.U[.R.1916E,  421. 

224.  Regulations  as  to  standards  for  electric  railway  service  were 
prescribed  by  the  District  of  Columbia  Commission,  to  be  effective  No- 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 28. 
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vember  1,  1916.    Re  Standards  for  Electric  R.  Service  (D.  C.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  882. 

225.  The  installation  of  an  automatic  signal  system  for  approaching 
cars  or  the  construction  of  longer  passing  tracks  will  not  be  required 
of  a  single  track  street  railway  where  not  clearly  shown  to  improve  the 
service.  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
1013. 

2,  Stops. 

226.  Stops  of  street  railway  cars  at  the  middle  of  blocks  less  than 
300  feet  in  length  in  the  business  district  of  a  city  of  19,000  inhabitants 
are  unnecessary.  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1013. 

8.  Car  equipment, 

227.  A  street  railway  may  be  required  to  designate  the  rear  door  of 
each  car  for  entrance  and  the  front  door  for  exit.  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal 
R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1018. 

4.  Winter  service. 

228.  Winter  street  railway  service  along  a  sparsely  settled  line  is  not 
warranted  merely  because  the  value  of  complainant's  real  estate  will  be 
depreciated  if  such  service  is  not  compelled.  Judge  v.  Plattsburg  Trac- 
tion Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  936. 

229.  Winter  street  railway  service,  not  necessary  for  the  convenience 
of  the  public,  will  not  be  ordered  by  requiring  the  lengthening  of  the 
headway  of  cars  from  20  to  30  minutes,  where  this  would  result  in 
such  inconvenience  to  the  public  as  to  deprive  the  company  of  a  large 
amount  of  business;  nor  by  requiring  the  operation  of  an  additional  car 
where  the  added  expense  is  not  warranted  by  prospective  traffic.  Judge 
V.  Plattsburg  Traction  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  936. 

S.  Rush  hour  service. 

230.  A  street  railway  may  be  required  to  operate  additional  cars  dur- 
ing morning  and  evening  rush  hours.  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  R.  &  Elec- 
tric Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1013. 

231.  No  satisfactory  remedy  has  been  devised  for  occasional  over- 
crowding of  railways  during  rush  hours.  Re  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co. 
(Cal.)    P.U.R.1916C,   1. 

232.  Crowded  cars  during  rush  hours  do  not  necessarily  indicate  in- 
adequate service.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

6.  Car  operators. 

233.  The  operation  of  street  cars  on  a  small  electric  road  by  one  man 
in  sparsely  sottled  localities  is  not  objectionable  where  it  tends  to  more 
economic  operation  without  materially  increasing  the  danger  to  the 
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trayeting  public    Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1013. 

234.  A  rule  requiring  two  men  for  the  operation  of  an  electric  street 
car  in  a  town  is  reasonable,  although  traffic  is  very  light,  ^ewport  dc 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Middletown  (R.  I.)  P.U.R.1916C,  131. 

7,  Speed  restrictions, 

235.  A  maximum  street  railway  speed  of  20  miles  an  hour  was  au- 
thorized in  certain  wide  streets  and  in  designated  streets  passing 
through  sparsely  populated  districts.  Re  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light 
Co.   (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916E,  1057. 

S.  Calling  streets, 

236.  The  names  of  streets  should  be  called  by  conductors  of  street 
railway  cars  as  the  streets  are  approached.  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  R.  & 
Electric  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1013. 

9,  Carriage  of  freight, 

237.  That  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  a  passenger  street  railway  is 
owned  by  a  steam  railroad  is  of  no  consequence  in  passing  upon  the 
right  of  the  passenger  railway  to  discontinue  the  practice  of  carrying 
freight  at  a  loss.  Huntington  y.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  664. 

238.  A  passenger  street  railway  was  permitted  to  discontinue  the 
practice  of  carrying  freight  at  a  loss  where  the  freight  equipment  was 
worn  out  and  would  have  to  be  replaced  if  service  were  to  continue. 
Huntington  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916C,  664. 


j.  Telephones, 

1,  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  disputes  between  telephone  company 
and  subscriber  as  to  number  of  messages  sent  from  his  telephone, 
see  supra,  61. 

Community  interrelation  justifying  unified  service  under  flat  rate  in 
large  area,  see  Rates,  223. 

Necessity  of  notice  of  hearing  upon  complaint  as  to  inadequate  tele- 
phone service  under  Kansas  statute,  see  Pbocedube,  5. 

Furnishing  long  distance  telephone  service  in  one  locality  and  refusing 
it  in  another  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discriminatiox,  143. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by  telephone  utilities,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  p.  288. 

239.  A  telephone  company  owes  a  duty  to  the  public  to  furnish  ef- 
ficient service  at  all  times.  Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  864. 

240.  Four-party  residential  telephone  service,  discontinued  for  a  more 
expennve  two-party  service,  upon  almost  unanimous  consent  of  the  sub- 
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scribers,  given  in  order  to  secure  the  consolidation  of  duplicate  plants 
and  more  efficient  service,  need  not  be  restored  where  there  is  no  cogent 
showing  of  necessity,  although  the  consent  to  the  change  does  not  in 
itself  justify  the  discontinuance.  Cceur  D'Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities 
Co.  (Idaho) *P.U.R.1916C,  438. 

241.  An  arbitrary  division  of  rural  territory  between  telephone  com- 
panies will  not  be  changed  and  subscribers  transferred  to  the  company 
which  should  naturally  serve  them,  although  they  are  receiving  ineffi- 
cient service,  where  there  is  free  interchange  of  service  and  the  Com- 
mission can  require  adequate  service.  Huey  v.  Gibson  Home  Teleph. 
Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  172. 

242.  The  determination  whether  service  on  a  rural  telephone  line 
should  be  limited  to  one  system,  or  whether  there  should  be  connection 
with  a  foreign  exchange,  should  be  made  by  a  majority  of  the  sub- 
scribers, and  not  arbitrarily  by  the  company  owning  the  line.  Re 
Telephone  Cos.   (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

243.  Telephone  subscribers  should  receive  a  credit  for  a  three  weeks* 
period  of  inadequate  service,  although  it  was  caused  by  thunderstorms. 
Lambert  v.  Northern  I.  &  M.  Power  Co.   (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916C,  145. 

244.  A  telephone  company  cannot  require  that  it  be  vested  with  own- 
ership of  a  hotel  private  branch  exchange  system  as  a  condition  to  a 
continuation  of  hotel  service,  where  the  equipment  was  installed  by 
invitation  or  requirement  of  the  utility  or  its  predecessor,  was  selected 
by  the  utility,  is  not  inefficient  or  different  from  the  present  standard, 
is  owned  by  a  third  party  who  refuses  to  sell,  and  the  hotel  offers  to 
give  the  utility  complete  control  subject  only  to  supervision  to  prevent 
structural  impairment  of  the  building.  Re  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N. 
Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  688. 

245.  Telephone  service  can  be  denied  to  a  nonsubscriber.  Re  Centralia 
Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916C,  421. 

2.  CondiHona  to  8ervice. 

246.  The  purchase  of  stock  by  intending  subscribers,  as  a  condition 
to  receiving  service,  cannot  be  required  by  a  telephone  company,  either 
under  the  South  Dakota  statutes  or  at  common  law,  even  though  it 
has  neither  the  equipment  nor  means  to  furnish  the  service.  Re  Let- 
cher Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  486. 

247.  It  is  improper  for  a  telephone  company  to  permit  or  to  require 
intending  subscribers  to  purchase  equipment,  including  instruments,  be- 
fore receiving  service.  Re  Letcher  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
486. 

8'  Character  of  equipment, 

248.  A  telephone  company  operating  through  its  exchange  the  lines 
of  a  rural  telephone  association  may  discontinue  such  service  where  the 
association  equips  its  instruments  with  a  knife  switch  permitting  con- 
nection with  the  lines  of  a  rival  company  to  the  exclusion  of  the  operat- 
ing company,  in  violation  of  the  operating  contract  requiring  all  inairu- 
m^ts  used  by  the  association  to  be  approved  by  the  operating  company 
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and  all  connections  to  be  made  solely  with  its  system.    8tidcell  v.  Bel] 
Teleph.  Co.   (Pa,)   P.UJ1.1916A,  1076. 

249.  Knife  switches  operated  by  subscribers  on  mral  switching  lines, 
so  that  noQsubfwribing  lines  are  connected  to  the  exchange  and  receive 
free  service,  shonld  be  removed,  since  the  nse  of  a  knife  switch  results  in 
inefficient  service  and  unlawful  discrimination.  Re  Langdon  Tdeph.  Co. 
(Kan.)   P.UJL1916D,  643. 

4.  Partff  line. 

250.  An  additional  wire  should  be  strung  where  there  are  over  four- 
teen subscribers  on  a  rural  party  telephone  line.  Re  Nuttbrook 
(S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  110. 

251.  Toll  service  should  not  be  given  over  a  party  line.  Re  Langdon 
Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  643. 

5.  Maintenance  of  lines  by  mib»cri1}er8, 

•252.  Telephone  companies  should  not  permit  subscribers  to  maintain 
parts  of  their  line.    Re  Letcher  Teleph.  Co.  (8.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  486. 

6.  Responsibility  for  inside  toiring, 

253.  A  telephone  company  cannot  be  held  responsiUe  for  poor  serv- 
ice resulting  from  defective  inside  wiring  on  connecting  rural  lines  of 
another  company.  Re  Long  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
141. 

7.  Physical  connection. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see 
supra,  29-34. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  physical  connection  or  joint  use  of 
facilities,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  304. 

254.  The  word  "necessity"  in  a  statute  (Wis.  Laws  1911,  chap.  646, 
§§  1,  2)  requiring  physical  connection  of  telephones  when  required  by 
public  convenience  and  necessity  means  a  strong  or  urgent  need,  and 
not  something  that  is  indispensable.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  212  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  L..R.A.1916E,  748,  156 
N.  W.  614). 

255.  A  long  distance  and  local  telephone  company  will  be  required 
to  permit  physical  connection  with  a  local  company  in  the  same  town, 
for  toll  service  to  the  latter,  under  a  constitutional  provision  requiring 
physical  connection  between  telephone  lines  operated  for  hire.  Moore 
V.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916D,  701. 

256.  Rural-party  lines  constructed  into  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
foreign  exchanges  should  connect  therewith,  where  many  line  sub- 
scribers live  in  the  immediate  trade  territory  of  the  exchanges.  Re 
Telephone  Cos.   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  852. 

257.  One  local  company  cannot  be  denied  physical  connection  with 
long-distance  lines  of  a  competitor  merely  because  the  latter  is  willing 
and  able  to  give  direct  service  to  subscribers  of  the  former,  which  has 
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been  rendering  satisfactory  serviee  since  prior  to  the  Public  Service 
Commission  Law.  Auxvasse  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Buffnm  Teleph.  Co. 
P.U.Itl916E,  296  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.»R.  559). 

258.  Physical  connection  was  ordered  between  the  exchange  of  a 
city  commercial  company  and  that  of  a  rural  mutual  company,  where 
the  mutual  lines  would  otherwise  be  without  communication  with  over 
2,000  telephones  in  neighboring  territory,  although  prior  connection 
had  been  severed  and  the  mutual  exchange  established  by  the  rural 
lines,  because  of  inefficient  city  service  and  notwithstanding  the  Com- 
mission, had  its  consent  been  asked  before  tlie  erection  of  the  mutual 
switch  board,  would  have  required  improvement  in  the  city  service 
rather  than  have  permitted  the  duplication  of  facilities.  Com.  ex  rel. 
Augusta  County  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Staunton  Mut.  Teleph. 
Co.   (Va.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1061. 

259.  A  finding  that  public  convenience  and  necessity  required  physi- 
cal connection  between  two  telephone  systems  having  local  exchanges  in 
a  city  of  30,000  inhabitants  was  sustained  where  there  were  frequent 
calls  over  the  toll  lines  of  each  company  for  local  subscribers  of  the 
other,  the  calls  for  one  month  amounting  to  $6,000  for  one  company  and 
about  $4,500  for  the  other;  the  average  waiting  time  of  patrons,  due  to 
want  of  physical  connection,  being  one-half  hour,  and  there  being  1,786 
subscribers  to  the  local  exchange  of  one  company  and  3,082  to  the  ex- 
change of  the  other  and  only  561  who  were  subscribers  to  both.  Wis- 
consin Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  212  (S.  C. 
—  Wis.  — ,  L.RJ^.1916E,  748,  166  N.  W.  614). 

260.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  physical  connection  with  an 
exchange  in  another  village  for  toll  service  to  subscribers  to  both  com- 
panies, wliere  the  latter  has  physical  connection  with  a  third  company 
in  the  village  of  the  former,  by  means  of  which  the  former  secures  in- 
direct connection,  and  where  the  direct  connection  would  improve  the 
service  of  both  without  requiring  additional  work  of  defendant's  opera- 
tors. Reorganization  Committee  v.  Prairie  City  Farmers  Teleph.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  745. 

261.  Physical  connection  will  not  be  required  between  a  telephone 
company  giving  local  service  only  and  a  competing  company,  to  enable 
a  subscriber  of  the  former  to  obtain  long-distance  service  of  the  latter, 
under  a  statute  (Ohio  Gen.  Code,  §  614-63)  authorizing  the  Commission 
to  require  through  lines  "between  different  localities  which  cannot  be 
communicated  with  or  reached  by  the  lines  of  either  company  alone, 
where  such  service  is  not  already  established  or  provided  for,  unless 
public  necessity  requires  additional  service,"  it  appearing  that  the  lat- 
ter company  maintains  adequate  continuous  through  lines  between  the 
locality  in  which  the  subscriber  resides  and  the  long-distance  point,  and 
offers  to  supply  such  service  to  all  applicants.  Shafor  v.  Cincinnati  & 
S.  B.  Teleph.  Co.   (Ohio)  P.U.R,1916A,  801. 

262.  Rural  telephone  companies,  after  severing  connection  with  a 
local  exchange  and  establishing  another  exchange  in  the  same  city, 
cannot  require  physical  connection  between  the  exchanges,  where  the 
local  company  is  willing  that  the  rural  lines  shall  be  reconnected  with 
its  exchange  and  will  give  switching  and  interchange  of  service  at  a 
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lower  rate  than  would  be  made  if  the  physical  connection  asked  for  were 
ordered.  Fanners  Independent  Teleph.  Exch.  v.  Mineral  Point  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  862. 

263.  Restoration  of  a  rural-line  connection  between  two  exchanges 
will  be  required  so  that  subscribers  on  a  line  connected  with  one  ex- 
change may  obtain  connection  with  the  other  on  a  switching  basis,  al- 
though connection  may  also  be  had  by  using  a  toll  line,  the  two  ex- 
change areas  are  well  defined,  and  better  service  results  by  furnishing 
service  from  one  exchange  only,  where  no  physicians  and  veterinarians 
are  located  at  one  exchange  and  the  toll  service  is  not  continuous. 
Adams  v.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  675. 

264.  In  requiring  the  establishment  of  physical  connection  between 
the  exchanges  of  two  telephone  companies  in  separate  villages,  one  of 
whidi  has  free  interchange  with  a  third  exchange  to  which  the  other 
company  maintains  a  direct  toll  line,  it  was  held  that  such  toll  service 
ahould  be  protected,  by  limiting  the  interchange  message  basis  to  sub- 
scribers directly  connected  with  the  two  exchanges,  and  requiring  a 
toll  charge  for  messages  to  or  from  the  third  exchange.  Almena  Farm- 
ers' Teleph.  Co.  v.  City  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  210. 

S.  Hours  of  service. 

265.  A  telephone  company  with  448  installations  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  discontinue  unlimited  night  service  given  without  e.xtra  charge, 
and  to  charge  10  cents  for  night  calls  except  those  to  physicians  and  on 

.account  of  fire.    Re  New  Cashton  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  123. 

266.  Regular  day  telephone  service  for  farmers  sliould  begin  not  later 
than  6:30  A.  m.  during  the  season  for  active  farming  operations.  Re- 
mund  V.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916A,  364. 

9.  Toll  charge  as  service  regulation, 

267.  A  toll  charge  between  adjoining  cities  that  eliminates  86.5  per 
cent  of  former  unnecessary  calls  may  be  justified  as  a  regulation  of 
trafik,  although  it  may  not  be  a  proper  revenue  measure.  Edwards  v. 
Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 

10,  Directories, 

268.  The  Michigan  Commission  refused  to  fix  a  maximum  period  for 
the  publication  of  a  telephone  directory  where  the  company  had  been 
in  the  custom  of  issding  its  directory  at  intervals  of  from  six  to  seven 
months  except  on  a  few  occasions  of  abnormal  conditions  in  the  city 
life.     Schurtz  v.  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1016F,  190. 

• 

11,  Calling  subscribers  finding  line  busy, 

269.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  refused  to  require  telephone  opera- 
tors to  call  subscribers  who  find  the  line  busy  when  their  call  is  first 
made,  upon  the  ground  that  such  practice  would  likely  interfere  with 
the  work  of  the  operators.  Loehr  v.  Stockbridge  &  S.  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  735. 
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Ic.  Turnpike. 

270.  A  company  is  not  relieved  of  its  charter  obligation  properly  to 
maintain  its  turnpike  by  new  conditions  increasing  the  cost  or  by 
anticipation  of  a  sale  to  the  state.  Glen  Rock  Motor  Club  v.  York  k  M. 
Line  Tump.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  110. 

I.  Water. 

1.  In  general. 

Right  to  compel  partnership  supplying  neighboring  inhabitants  with 
water  to  serve  a  proper  applicant,  see  Public  Utilities,  33. 

Annotation  on  right  of  water  utility  to  require  consumer  to  pay  for 
installing  and  maintaining  service  connections,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  447. 

271.  A  water  company  was  ordered  to  supply  an  association  of  con- 
sumers in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  its  contract,  where  the  con- 
sumers had  installed  the  mains  and  service  pipes  at  a  large  expense  in 
reliance  upon  the  contract,  and  the  specified  rate  was  not  on  its  face 
unreasonably  low.    Re  Thatcher  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1. 

272.  A  water  company  operating  a  gravity  system,  which  is  carrying 
out  in  full  its  franchise  obligations  and  is  furnishing  an  adequate 
supply  of  reasonably  pure  water,  and  has  made  numerous  improve- 
ments in  the  service  beyond  the  requirements  of  the  franchise,  will  not 
be  required,  at  its  own  expense,  to  make  extensive  changes  in  the  sys- 
tem, such  as  erecting  a  reservoir  and  enlarging  the  mains,  which,  wilh 
double  the  original  investment,  merely  to  make  some  improvements  in 
the  service,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  changes  will  render  the 
service  satisfactory  to  all  of  the  consiuners.  Splawn  v.  Pacific  Power 
&  Light  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916F,  449. 

273.  Standard  rules  and  regulations  for  water  utilities  governing 
service  in  general,  metered  service,  flat-rate  service,  and  the  construc- 
tion and  filing  of  schedules,  were  adopted  by  the  Montana  (^nmiission 
to  become  effective  on  April  1,  1916.  Re  Standardizing  Rules  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  796. 

274.  General  and  special  rules  regulating  the  service  of  gas,  electric 
and  water  utilities  were  adopted  by  the  Colorado  Conunission  to  be 
effective  January  1,  1917.  Re  Rules  Regulating  Gas,  E.  &  Water  Serv- 
ice (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  851. 

275.  The  fact  that  individuals  can  get  all  the  water  they  need  from 
their  own  wells  in  a  city  does  not  prove  that  an  adequate  public  supply 
can  be  obtained  froni  such  a  source.  Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

2.  Service  of  nvunicipal  plant. 

276.  Improvements  in  municipal  waterworks  essential  to  health  and 
an  adequate  supply  will  be  ordered  although  the  cost  will  bring  the 
municipal  debt  so  near  the  statutory  limit  as  to  prevent  a  proposed 
acquisition  of  an  electric  plant.  Moran  v.  Portage  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  635. 
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a.  rarUy. 

Discussion  as  to  purity  and  character  of  water  supply,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  454. 

Discussion  of  hypochlorite  treatment  of  water  for  the  removal  of 
bacteria,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  451. 

277.  A  water  utility  must  furnish  pure  water,  although  its  revenues 
are  not  sufficient  for  such  purpose.  Thorn  y.  Montgomery  Light  ft 
Water  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  406. 

278.  A  utility  will  be  required  to  furnish  pure  water  for  domestic 
use  when  required  by  its  franchise,  although  it  will  entail  a  serious 
financial  hardship  to  stockholders.  Cook  v.  Presque  Isle  Water  Co. 
(Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  798. 

279.  A  water  company  will  be  required  to  furnish  water  free  from 
impurities  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  town,  where  the  former  is  operating 
under  a  grant  of  valuable  rights,  although  its  investment  will  have  to 
be  increased  and  the  impurity  is  the  fault  of  the  town  which  has,  by 
contract,  required  the  use  of  an  impure  source  of  supply  and  an  inade- 
quate method  of  filtration.  Porter  v.  Bangor  R.  k  Electric  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  407. 

280.  Water  that  is  merely  free  from  excessive  turbidity  during  most 
of  the  year,  or  that  contains  intestinal  bacteria  only  at  more  or  less 
infrequent  intervals,  is  not  safe  for  domestic  use.  Cook  v.  Presque 
Isle  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  798. 

281.  The  Maine  Commission,  upon  finding  that  water  was  impure 
and  unfit  for  domestic  use,  ordered  a  utility  io  take  immediate  steps 
to  furnish  pure  water  without  prescribing  a  specific  remedy,  on  the 
ground  that  the  utility  has  the  first  right  to  select  the  method.  Cook 
v.  Presque  Isle  Water  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  798. 

282.  Inadequate  water  pressure  in  a  small  section  of  a  city  should 
be  remedied  by  larger  house  pipings,  ratlier  than  by  increasing  the 
pressure  in  the  mains,  which  would  result  in  a  material  increase  in 
pumping  expense  and  necessitate  a  general  increase  in  rates.  Smith  v. 
City  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

5.  Physical  connection, 

283.  Two  water  utilities  serving  separate  parts  of  a  municipality 
were  ordered  to  make  a  physical  connection  between  their  systems,  to 
establish  a  reserve  or  standby  service.  American  Falls  v.  American 
Falls  Realty  &  Waterworks  Co.   (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916E,  520. 

6.  Installation  of  meters  to  avoid  waste. 

284.  A  water  company  should  furnish  meters  to  consumers  request- 
ing them;  and  should  have  the  privilege  of  requiring  all  consumers 
to  use  meters.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  933. 
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285.  An  association  of  consumers  receiving  water  through  mains  and 
service  pipes  installed  by  them  under  a  contract  with  the  company  was 
ordered  to  install  meters  in  each  service  pipe^  leaving  the  main,  where 
there  was  a  large  wastage  of  water,  and  the  contract  required  the  com- 
pany to  maintain  the  mains,  but  was  silent  as  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  service  pipes.    Re  Thatcher  Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1. 

286.  A  water  utility  was  directed  to  install  meters  to  reduce  the 
water  waste  and  operating  expenses  and  to  improve  the  pressure  in  the 
outlying  districts,  it  appearing  that  the  water  use  per  capita  was  ex- 
cessive in  comparison  with  towns  of  similar  population  and  location 
having  metered  service.  Redding  v.  Northern  California  Power  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

287.  Water  meters  may  be  installed  by  the  utility,  at  its  discretion, 
on  the  premises  of  wasteful  consumers,  or  at  the  request  of  consumers 
who  believe  the  meter  rate  is  preferable  to  the  flat  rate,  rather  than 
to  require  the  metering  of  all  services.  Los  Banos  v.  West  San  Joaquin 
Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  364. 

288.  A  water  utility  may  not  be  required  to  extend  a  meter  system 
to  all  consumers  although  such  system  is  preferable,  where  it  appears 
that  the  number  of  metered  consumers  is  small,  tiiat  the  company  is 
ui^able  to  make  the  investment,  and  that  the  saving  would  be  small. 
Smith  V.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

289.  A  limited  supply  does  not  preclude  a  utility  from  furnishing 
water  to  an  applicant,  where  metering  will  eliminate  wasteful  use  and 
where  the  applicant's  predecessor  was  served  without  appreciably  affect- 
ing the  supply.  Bassett  v.  Francestown  Water  Co.  (X.  H.)  P.U.R, 
1916B,  815. 

7.  Installation  of  air  relief  valves  in  mains. 

290.  A  water  company  furnishing  water  to  an  association  of  con- 
sumers under  a  contract  whereby  it  was  to  keep  in  repair  the  mains 
installed  by  the  consumers  was  ordered  to  install  in  such  mains  suit- 
able air-pressure  relief  valves  to  prevent  loss  of  water.  Re  Thatcher 
Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1. 

S.  Watering  gardens  and  la^cns, 

291.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  prohibiting  the  irrigation  of  lawns 
and  gardens  during  certain  hours  is  reasonable.  Re  ^tna  Development 
Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  134. 

9,  Fire  protection. 

292.  A  water  company  is  not  absolved  from  its  duty  to  supply  a  pres- 
sure adequate  for  fire  protection  in  a  community,  merely  because  it  has 
no  franchise  to  operate  therein  and  because  the  community  served  lies 
partly  in  one  mimicipality  and  partly  in  another.  Betts  v.  Morris 
Aqueduct  Co.   (X.  J.)   P.U.R.1916B,  71. 

293.  A  water  company  should  not  be  required  to  furnish  additional 
pressure  for  fire  protection  or  domestic  purposes  in  a  community  not 
willing  to  pay  higher  rates  therefor,  it  appearing  that  such  additional 
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service  at  existing  rates  would  result  in  an  unreasonably  low  return 
if  not  in  loss  to  the  utility.  Betts  v.  Morris  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  71. 

294.  The  extension  or  the  enlarging  of  mains  solely  to  furnish  water 
for  municipal  fire  protection  cannot  be  compelled  under  a  franchise 
ordinance  merely  requiring  that  fire  hydrants  be  installed.  Alameda  v. 
People's  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.19ieD,  865. 

iO.  Fumiehing  water  to  nonsubacriber. 

295.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  providing  that  owners  and  others 
controlling  water  draws  who  permit  persons  not  under  rent  to  use  water 
shall  incur  a  penalty  of  $5  for  each  offense,  and  shall  bfe  held  liable  for  the 
rent  of  each  unassessed  taker,. and  that  they,  In  default  of  payment,  may 
be  deprived  of  water  until  the  difficulty  is  adjusted  and  all  charges 
paid,  is  reasonable.  Canton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Water  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  704. 

SERVICE    CHARGE. 

Right  to  make,  see  Rates,  86-99. 

Exaction  of,  as  violation  of  rate  statute,  see  Rates,  100-102. 

SERVICE    CONKECTIOH8. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  placing  electric  wires  imder  ground  be- 
tween utility  and  consumers,  see  Apportionment,  7. 

Payment  for,  out  of  income,  see  Retubn,  4. 

Power  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  a  city,  operating  a  water 
plant,  to  install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  see 
Sebvice,  28. 

Right  of  municipal  water  utility  to  require  new  consumer  to  bear 
cost  of  extension  from  street  main  to  premises,  sec  Service,  87. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  to  bear  expense  of  service  connections  im- 
der  the  Wisconsin  statute,  see  Service,  97. 

Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 
accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 

Allowance  in  valuation  proceedings  for  the  cost  of  cutting  pave- 
ment to  install  ser>'ice  connection,  see  Valuation,  221. 

Allowance  for  unused  service  connections  of  gas  utility,  see  Valu- 
ation, 281. 

Valuation  of,  paid  for  by  consumers,  see  Valuation,  302,  307-309. 

Annotation  on  right  of  water  utility  to  require  consumer  to  pay 
for  installing  and  maintaining,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  447. 

SERVICE    OF    PROCESS. 

Misjoinder  as  ground  for  quashing,  see  Parties,  1. 

SERVICES. 

Value  of  services  of  owner  considered  in  determining  value  of  un- 
completed plant,  see  Valuation,  233. 
Allowance  for,  paid  for  out  of  earnings,  see  Valuation,  312. 
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8ETTIXB8. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  free  or  reduced  railroad  transpor- 
tation for  persons  procuring  settlers  for  unimproved  farm  lands  under 
Michigan  statute,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  624. 

8EVEBAHCE    DAMAGES. 

Due  to  taking  of  only  a  part  of  a  utility's  property  by  a  munici- 
pality, see  Municipal  Pijint,  4-7. 

8EWER8. 

Ordinance  contract   fixing  maximum    rate   as   affecting   power   of 

Commission    to    establish    higher    rates,    see    Constituttoxal 

Law,  38. 
Free  water,  for  flushing  sewers  as  discrimination,  see  DiscRiMiXA- 

Tiox,  36. 
Discrimination  in  rates  by  sewer  company,  soe  Discrimixation,  105. 
Right  to  require  payment  in  advance  or  deposit  as  security  for 

payment,  see  Payment,  5. 
Discount  for  prompt  payment  of  bills,  see  Payment,  14. 
Return  in  excess  of  2^  per  cent  not  confiscatory,  see  Rates,  82,  83. 
Rates  for  service,  see  Rates,  206,  207. 
Necessity  of  schedule  of  water  rates  for  fiusliing  sewers,  see  Ratk.s, 

271. 
Return  for  sewer  company,  see  Return  generally,  and  particularly, 

208. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation. 
Valuation  of,  for  municipal  acquisition,  see  Valuation,  DO,  97,  105. 

SHIPMENT8. 

Character  of,  as  intrastate  or  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate 

Commerce. 
Effect  of  reshipment  without  unloading  to  make  intrastate  haul 

part  of  interstate  movement,  sec  Interstate  Commerce,  5. 

SHIPPERS. 

vSee  generally  Consumers  and  Patrons. 

Profit  to  shippers  as  determining  reasonableness  of  freight  rates, 

see  Rates,  185. 
Failure  to  examine  railroad  tariff  as  precluding  right  to  recover 

for  loss  sustained  imder  contract  based  on  lower  rates,   see 

Reparation,  1. 

SHIPS. 

See  Steamships. 

SHORT    HAUL. 

See  Long  and  Short  Haul. 

SHORT    TERM    CONSUMERS. 

Higher  street  lighting  rate  for  short  term  contract,  see  Rates,  8. 
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SHORT    TIME    SERVICE. 

Telephone  rates  for  summer  cottages,  see  Rates,  220. 

SHUTTING    DOWN. 

Right  to  charge  extra  for  electricity  served  after  usual  shutting 
down  time,  see  Discrimination,  69. 

SIDE    TRACKS. 

See  Tracks. 

SIGNALS. 

Signals  and  safety  precautions  at  railway  crossing,  see  Crossings, 

20. 
Automatic  signals  for  street  railways,  see  Service,  225. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

SIGNATURES. 

Proceedings  imder  Wisconsin  statute  by  Commission  on  own  mo- 
tion where  complaint  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  Pro- 
cedure, 3. 

BtMUJkn    INDUSTRIES. 

Consideration  of  return  of,  in  fixing  rate  of  return,  see  Return, 
152. 

SIMIUkRITT    OF    CONDITIONS. 

Necessity  of  similarity  of  conditions  in  comparison  of  rates,  see 
Rates,  56-62. 

SINKING    FUND. 

Method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  28-37. 

SITES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  over  the  leasing  of  industry 
sites  for  conducting  private  business,  see  Commissions,  36. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for  terminal  sites,  see  SECURirr  Is- 
sues, 30. 

SKILL. 

Consideration  of  skill  and  judgment  exerted  during  construction 
in  fixing  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  143. 

SLEEPING    CARS. 

Copies  of  sleeping  car  contracts  with  railroads  to  be  filed  with 

Commission,  see  Intercorporate  Relations,  7. 
Right  of  railroad  to  charge  more  than  one  transportation  fare  in 

addition  to  regular  drawing-room  fare  f«r  exclusive  occupancy 

by  one  person,  see  Rates,  168. 
To  be  credited  with  train  fare  for  paseeBgers  eccup-ing  them,  see 

Rbtitrn,  8. 
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Method  of  estimating  compensation  for  hauling,  see  Return,  45. 
Jurisdiction  of   West   Virginia   Commission   to  regulate   sleeping 

car  service  on  interstate  trains,  see  Sebvice,  44. 
Service  by,  see  Service,  207,  208. 

SUDING    SCALE. 

Classification  of  electric  consumers  on,  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
CRIMINATIO:?,  67. 

SNOW    PLOWS. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of,  used  on  several  lines,  see  App(»tion^ 
MENT,  34. 

SOAP. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  196,  197. 

SOOLAL    AFFAIRS. 

Extension  of  telephone  service  so  as  to  enable  patrons  to  attend 
to,  see  SiotviCE,  54. 

SOCKETS. 

Minimum  bill  for  electric  lighting  varying  according  to  number 
of  sockets,  see  Rates,  141. 

SOLICITORS. 

Of  a  transportation  company  not  to  be  given  free  transportation 
on  interurban  railways,  see  Discrimination,  45. 

SOLIDIFICATION. 

Appreciation  due  to  adaptation  and  solidification,  see  Valuation, 
223. 

SOUTH    DAKOTA. 

Free  switching  to  vendor  of  telephone  property  as  violative  of 
South  Dakota  anti-pass  and  ant i -discrimination  statute,  see 
Discrimination,  51. 

Same  rate  for  main  and  party  line  telephone  service  as  discrimi- 
nation within  South  Dakota  statute,  see  Discrimination,  119. 

Rate  contract  for  telephone  switching  to  be  in  w^riting  and  filed, 
see  Intercorporate  Relations,  8. 

Parties  in  proceeding  for  physical  connection  of  telephones  under 
South  Dakota  statute,  see  Parties,  4. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  railroad  to  build  platform 
for  loading  and  unloading  heavy  machinery,  see  Service,  46. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  require  purchase  of  stock  as  con* 
dition  to  service  under  South  Dakota  statute,  see  Service,  246. 

SPECIAL    MBETING. 

Effect  of  fact  that  consent  to  conversion  of  bonds  into  stock  was 
given  at  special  meeting  of  stockholders,  see  Securttt  Issued, 
19,  20. 
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SPECIFIC    PERFORMANCE. 

Power  of  New  Jersey  CommiBBion  to  compel  specific  performance 
of  contract,  see  Commissions,  32. 

Power  of  Oklahoma  Commission  to  compel  electric  utility  to  per- 
form its  contract  to  operate  a  municipal  waterworks,  see  Com- 
missions, 37. 

Power  of  Commission  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  contract, 
see  Service,  189. 

1.  A  court  has  no  power  to  order  a  city  to  hold  a  bond  election  in 
decreeing  specific  performance  of  its  contract  to  purchase  a  water  plant. 
Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  &  Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120   (S.  C. 

—  Wash.  —,  153  Pac.  372). 

2.  A  court  has  power  to  require  a  city,  obtaining  a  decree  of  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  to  purchase  a  water  plant,  to  tender  payment 
within  a  reasonable  time.  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  &  Power 
Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120   (S.  C.  —  Wash.  —,  153  Pac.  372). 

3.  A  city  has  no  ground  to  complain  of  the  terms  of  a  decree  award- 
ing it  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  purchase  a  water  plant, 
where  the  terms  of  the  contract  were  not  clear,  since  where  there  is  an 
ambiguity  in  the  contract  the  party  seeking  specific  performance  must 
regard  himself  as  asking  some  degree  of  favor  from  a  court  of  equity. 
Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  &  Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120   (S.  C. 

—  Wash.  — ,  153  Pac.  372). 

SPEED. 

Speed  of  electric  trains  at  highway  crossing,  see  Crossings,  20. 
Increased  speed  of  cars  to  reduce  operating  expense,  see  Return,  46. 
Jurisdiction  to  regulate  speed  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  50. 
Speed  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  235. 

SPRINGS. 

Consideration  of  value  of  springs  as  source  of  water  supply,  see 
Valuation,  386,  387. 

SPRIHBXIKG. 

Duty  of  water  company  to  charge  for  service  for  private  fire  pro- 
tection, see  Discrimination,  129. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  of  water  company  prohibiting  irrigation 
of  lawns  and  gardens  during  certain  hours.  Bee  Service,  291. 

SPUR    TRACK. 

See  Tracks. 

STANDARD  CREDIT  METERS. 

See  Meters.  • 

STANDARDS. 

Of  efficiency  for  locomotive  headlights,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  8. 
Rates  for  gas  imposed  by  franchise  as  standard  for  regulating  rates 
elsewhere,  see  Rates,  46. 
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Rate  for  prepayment  meters  higher  than  standard  credit  meter 
block  rates,  see  Rates,  107. 

For  electric  utilities  in  Maryland,  see  Service,  169. 

British  thermal  unit  or  candle  power  as  standard  for  gas,  see  Serv- 
ice, 162. 

For  electric  railways  in  District  of  Columbia,  see  Service,  224. 

For  water  utilities,  see  Service,  273,  274. 

STAND-BT  SERVICE. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  physical  connection  between  water  utili- 
ties for,  see  Apportionment,  95. 
Physical  connection  of  water  system  to  furnish,  see  Service,  283. 

STATE. 

Liability  of  state  for  part  of  cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossing  in 
city  under  Illinois  statute,  see  Apportionment,  89. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  good  on  condition  that  persons  doing 
business  in  state  have  preference  in  service,  see  Certificate 
of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  2. 

Power  of  legislature  to  waive  right  of  municipality  in  contract 
fixing  rate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  40,  64. 

Power  of  state  to  declare  jitney  buses  operating  in  city  as  common 
carriers,  see  Constitutional  Law,  71. 

State  interference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Com- 
merce, 6-13. 

Who  should  bear  expense  of  booster  pump  enabling  state  prison  to 
obtain  water,  see  Return,  63. 

Right  to  require  Commission's  approval  of  encumbrance  on  property 
of  foreign  corporation,  see  Security  Issues,  1. 

Contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  school  houses  and  city  buildings  as 
including  state  educational  institutions,  see  Service,  2. 

STATE  BOARD  OF  STOCK  INSPECTION  COMMISSIONERS. 

As  proper  parties  to  proceedings  to  require  railroads  to  fence 
tracks,  see  Parties,  6. 

STATE  CORPORATION  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  COURTS. 

See  Courts. 

STATE  HIOHWATS. 

See  Highways  and  Streets. 

STATE  PRISON. 

Low  water  rate  to  state  prison  as  unlawful  discrimination,   see 

Discrimination,  68. 
Reparation  to  state  for  #perfttiBj^  pump  in  prison,  see  Reparation, 

5. 
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STATE  PUBULC  8SItVIC£  COMMIUIOV. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  PUBUC  UTIUTIE8  COIEMISSIOH. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  RAILWAY  COMMISSIOH. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  RATES. 

Increase  of,  to  correspond  with  interstate  rates,  see  Ratcs,  25. 

STATIONERY  EXPENSE. 

Basis  of  apportioning  directory  and  stationery  expense  between 
different  classes  of  local  telephone  service,  see  Apportionment, 
38. 

STATION  EXPENSES. 

Formula  for  apportionment  of  railroad  station  expenses  between 
lines  and  terminal,  see  Apportionment,  31. 

STATION  FACIUTIES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Service,  38-41. 
-Station  service  by  railroad,  see  Servicer  180,  192. 

STATIONS  AND  STOPS. 

Review  of  orders  directing  the  estabUshment  of  a  railroad  etaiioii, 

see  Appeal  and  Review,  19. 
Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  compel  local  authorities  to  grant 

franchise  for  passenger  station,  see  Commissions,  12. 
Fact  that  passengers  cross  switch  in  reaching  station  as  grounds 

for  abolishing  interurban  railway  switch,  see  Crossings,  19. 
Power  of  state  Commission  to  require  stopping  of  interstate  trains, 

see  Interstate  Commerce,  6,  10,  11. 
Mandamus  to  compel  enforcement  of  order  requiring  construction 

of  depot  in  manner  violating  municipal  ordinance,  see  Man- 
damus, 7. 
Proper  parties  to  proceedings  to  compel  erection  of  stations,  see 

Parties,  6,  11. 
Complaint  to  compel  erection  of  d^>ot  in  performance  of  franchise 

obligation,  see  Pleading,  1. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  one  conducting  parcel  room   in 

leased  space  in  depot,  see  Pxtblic  Utilities,  23. 
Number  of  telephone  stations  considered  in  fixing  telephone  rate, 

see  Rates,  241. 
Power  of  Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  install  telephone  serv- 
ice in  stations,  see  Service,  40. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  parcel  checking  service 

rendered  by  railroad  or  by  lessee  of  space  in  depot,  see  Service, 

41. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 29. 
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JnriBdiction  of  Commissioii  to  compel  railroad  to  build  platform 
for  loading  and  unloading  heavy  machinery,  see  Service,  46. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  additional  facilities  due  to  construction 
of  nefw  station,  see  Swaenc^  58. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  abandon  station  for  steam  trains  and  to  estab- 
lish station  on  electric  road,  see  Sbkviob^  165. 

Stops  on  interurban  railways,  see  Sbcvigb,  169-171. 

Station  facilities  of  railroad,  see  Sebviob,  180-192. 

Discretion  of  railroad  in  determining  whether  parcel  checking  serv- 
ice shall  be  maintained  in  depot  and  charge  to  be  made  for  it, 
see  SmviOB,  193. 

When  order  directing  stopping  of  interstate  trains  at  proposed 
passenger  station  would  not  be  justified,  see  Sbrviob,  206. 

Street  car  service  to  railroad  depot,  see  Smvicac,  223. 

Platform  U>t  loading  and  unloading  heavy  machinery,  see  Servici, 
195. 

Duty  of  street  railway  to  stop  cars  at  middle  of  blocks  in  business 
district  of  city,  see  Service,  226. 

Abstract  of  cases  requiring  street  cars  to  stop  at  railroad  crossing, 

P.U.R.1916E,  p.  90. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  power  of  state  Commission  to  re* 
quire  stopping  of  interstate  trains^  P.UJL1916F,  p.  168. 

STATIOK  YARDS. 

Lands  allowed  for,  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valuatioiy,  289. 

STATUTE  OF  UMITATIOHB. 

See  Limitation  or  AonoNS. 

STATUTES. 

Federal  A  eta. 

Extensions  of  credit  by  interstate  ca^er  as  discrimination  under 

the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  see  Dibcrimination,  157,  158. 
Mandamus  as  "civil  action"  within  meaning  of  acts  of  Congress 

providing  for  removal  of  causes  from  a  state  to  a  Federal  court, 

see  Removal  or  Causes,  1. 
Station   caretaker  as  employee  within  Federal  Hours  of  Service 

Act,  see  Service,  192. 
Opening  station  in  small  village  for  evening  trains,  as  affected  by 

Federal  Hours  of  Service  Act,  see  Service,  192. 
Alabama, 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  physical  connection  between  rail- 
roads, without  hearing  evidence  under  Alabama  statute,  see 

SSBVIGB,  36. 
Arizona, 

Necessity  of  securing  consent  of  Commission  to  issue  bonds  to  be 

secured  by  property  in  another  state,  under  Arisona  statute, 

see  Sec'UIuts  Issttes,  14. 
Construction  of  Arisona  statute  as  to  issuance  of  equipment  trust 

certificates,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  16. 
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Arkansas, 

Power  of  ArkanMs  Commission  to  order  railroads  to  estabHilh  joint 
interchange  tracks  upon  petition  signed  by  seventeen  corpora- 
tions and  one  individual  under  statute  antiiorizing  it  to  con- 
sider petition  signed  by  at  least  15  bona  fide  resident  citizens, 
see  Sbbvice,  85. 
OaUfomia. 

Necessity  under  California  statute  of  rehearing  of  Commission  or- 
der before  resort  to  courts,  see  Appeal  and  Revikw,  10-12. 

Applicability  of  California  statute,  prohibiting  sale  or  encumbrance 
of  utility  property,  to  transfer  in  favor  of  a  political  subdivi- 
sion of  the  state,  see  Consoudation,  Hergeb,  and  Sale,  4. 

Individuals  supplying  neighbors  with  water  for  compensation  as 
public  utility  within  California  Public  Utilities  Act,  see  Pub- 
lic Utilities,  S2. 

Water  company  selling  water  to  a  town  for  resale  as  a  public  utility 
under  California  statute,  see  Pttblio  Utilities,  36. 

Time  for  filing  petition  for  rehearing  under  California  statute,  see 
Keuieakino,  1. 

Validity  under  California  act  of  stock  issued  without  authority  of 
Commission,  see  SEcrBiTY  Issues,  11. 

Jurisdiction  of  California  Commission  under  Civil  Code  to  compel 
extension  of  water  mainef  for  the  purpose  of  fire  protection, 
see  Service,  17,  18. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  physical  connection  of  telephones 
under  California  statute,  see  SmviGB,  31. 

Effect  of  California  statute  forbidding  employees  from  receiving  or 
transmitting  train  orders  by  telephone  or  telegraph,  see  Seby- 
IGB,  42. 
Colorado, 

Power  of  Colorado  Commission  to  compel  Tailroad  to  extend  their 
tracks  under  the  Public  Utilities  act,  see  CouiassiONS,  20. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  steam, 
where  steam  is  not  mentioned  in  statutes  enumerating  utilities 
under  its  jurisdiction,  see  Commissions,  24. 

Right  of  railroads  under  Colorado  statute  to  carry  freight  at  free 
or  reduced  rates  to  hospital  maintained  as  charitable  institu- 
tion by  its  employees  relief  association,  see  Disgbimination, 
30. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  furnish  free  or  reduced 
rate  transportation  to  physicians  and  surgeons  of  employees' 
relief  association,  see  Discbimixation,  31. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  steam  for 
heating  where  steam  heating  is  not  mentioned  in  statute  enu- 
merating utilities  under  Commission's  jurisdiction,  see  Public 
Uthities,  24. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  over  complaint  against  re- 
moval of  street  railway  track  under  Public  Utilities  Act,  see 
Service,  22. 
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District  of  Columbia. 

Construction  of  District  of  GolumbiA  Anti-Merger  Law,  see  Co!>f- 

SOUDATjION,  MeBGKB,  AND  SALE,  9. 

.  I^axicabs  a«  public  utilities,  see  Pubuc  Utilities,  1,  3. 
I^aho; 

Operation  of  electric  plant  prior  to  Idaho  Public  Utilities  Act  as 
affecting  duty  to  procure  certificate  of  convenience  fof  exten- 
sion intp  new  territory,  see  Cebtificaik  of  Convenience  and 
Kecesstty,  S. 

Idaho  statute  restricting  competition  as  not  applicable  to  interstate 
transmission  of  electricity,  see  Interstate  Cokmebce,  13. 

Mining  company  as  public  utility  under  Idaho  statute,  see  Public 
Utilities,  10-12. 
Illinois. 

Policy  of  Illinois  Commission  to  declare  state  statute  superseded  by 
Federal  regulation,  see  Commissions,  18. 

Illinois  Headlights  Law  as  valid  exercise  of  police  power^  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  6. 

Meaning  of  "public  authority  in  interest"  in  Illinois  statute  pro- 
viding for  apportioning  cost  of  abolishing  grade  crossings,  see 
Crossings,  87. 

Construction  of  Illinois  anti-discrimination  statute,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 148. 

Illinois  Headlights  Law  not  superseded  by  Federal  statute,  see  In- 
terstate Commerce,  8. 

Taxicabs  as  puWic  utilities,  see  Public  Utilittbs,  1,  3. 

Nonoperating  telegraph  company  as  public  utility  under  Illinois 
statute,  see  Public  UTfLittBs,  26. 

Proof  of  violation  of  Illinois  Headlights  Law,  see  Railroads,  1. 

Right  to  make  retroactive  reduction  in  rates  under  Illinois  statute, 
see  Rates,  16. 
Indiana. 

Authority  of  telephone^  company  to  merge  under  Indiana  statute, 
see  Consolidation,  Merger,  ajxd  Sale,  3. 

Failure  o^  unknown  stockholders  to  give  consult  as  affecting  valid- 
ity of  merger  of  telephone  company  under  Indiana  law,  see 
Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Sale,  19. 

Duty  of  Commission  to  make  physical  valuation  of  property  for 
security  issue  purposes  under  Indiana  statute  thst  it  shall 
value  all  the  property  of  every  public  utility,  see  Valuation, 
14. 
Iowa.  ' 

Special  transportation  rates  as  authorized  by  Iowa  statute,  see 
Discrimination,  64.  ^ 

Iowa  statute  requiring  railroads  to  run  passenger  trains  each'  way 
when  ordered  by  Commission  and  declaring  that  a  less  number 
of  trains  is  presumed  unreasonable  as  defining  reasonable  igid 
adequate  service  in  all  cases,  see  Service,  197. 
Kanstts. 

Necessity  of  notice  of  hearing  upon  complaint  as  to  inadequate  tele- 
phone service  under  Kansas  statute,  see  Procedure,  5. 
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Kemtuckif. 

YAlidity  of  statute  limiting  eridenoe  in  ooart  proceeding  to  tna^ 
heard  before  the  Commission,  see  Constitutional  Law,  19,  20. 

Enforcing  award  of  reparation  under  Kentucky  statute,  see  Rep  aba- 
Tiow,  29,  30. 
LouiMiana. 

Application  oi  Louisiana  statute  regulating  procedure  on  review 
to  pending  suits,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  2. 

Retrospeotive  legislation  not  prohibited  by  Louisiana  Constitution, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  73. 
Mame. 

Effect  of  Section  38  of  Maine  Utilities  Act  up<»i  special  statute  au- 
thorizing a  utility  to  own  stock  in  other  utilities,  see  Con- 
solidation, Meboeb,  and  Sale,   10,  11. 

Schools  as  charitable  or  benevolent  purpose  within  meaning  of 
Maine  statute  authorizing  free  service,  see  Discrimination, 
29. 

Reparation  of  excessive  freight  charges  under  Maine  statute,  see 
Rkpahation,  4. 

Necessity  of  publishing  reduced  rate  within  thirty  days  of  shipment 
to  permit  reparatirn  under  Maine  statute  empowering  the  Com- 
mission to  authorize  reparation  where  utility  admits  charge 
was  excessive,  see  Reparation,  20. 

Authority  to  declare  stock  dividends  under  Maine  statute,  see  Se- 
oubitt  Issues,  25. 

Pow«r  of  Maine  Commission  to  investigate  refusal  of  gas  company 
to  extend  service  to  a  single  applicant,  imder  §  41,  Public 
Utilities  Act,  requiring  a  complaint  to  be  made  by  10  persons, 
see  Service,  10. 

Written  contract  for  service  under  Maine  Act,  see  Service,  116. 
Maryland. 

Steamship  as  common  carrier  within  me^uiing  of  Maryland  Public 
Service  Commission  Law,  see  Pubuc  Utiuties,  25. 
MasMOoJiusetts, 

Power  of  Massaciiusetts  Commission  to  pass  upon  disposition  of 
scrap  material,  see  Commissions,  38,  39. 

Massachusetts  statutory  remedy  by  petition  to  Commission  where 
utility  cannot  secure  land  by  agreement  with  owner,  see  Emi- 
nent Domain,  3. 

Evidence  necessary  to  satisfy  burden  of  proving  necessity  of  pro- 
posed increase  in  rates  under  Massachusetts  statute,  see  Re- 
turn, 140. 
Minnesota. 

Legality  of  noncompensatory  rates  under  Minnesota  statutes  pro- 
hibiting inadequate  rates  to  destroy  competition,  see  Return, 
9. 
Miiiouri. 

Comparative  power  of  Missouri  Commission  and  of  municipalities 
with  reference  to  franchise  ordinance  and  certificates  of  con- 
venience for  street  railways,  see  Certificates  of  Convenience 
and  Nscessitt,  3,  4. 
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Power,  under  Missouri  anti-discrimination  statute,  to  prevent  dis- 
crimination against  part  of  city  in  issuance  of  street  and  in- 
terurban  railway  transfers,  permitted  by  contract  ordinance, 
see  CoNsnTunoifAL  Law,  39. 

Validity  of  contract  for  reduced  rates  under  Missouri  anti-discrimi- 
nation statute,  see  Discbiminateon,  7. 

Missouri  statutory  ri^t  to  grant  ^eotric  franchises,  see  Fran- 
chises, 4. 

Power  consumers  to  be  charged  under  regular  schedules  under  Mis- 
souri statute,  see  Rates,  112. 

Right  of  Commission  under  Missouri  statute  to  authorize  issuanoe 
of  bonds  to  refund  pr^erred  stock,  see  SecCbitt  Issues,  7. 

Reorganization  plan  to  convert  bonds  into  stock  inconsistent  with 
Missouri  statute,  see  SBCURmr  Issues,  17. 

Construction  of  Missouri  statute  relative  to  the  acquisition  of  prop- 
erty as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Secuuty  Issues,  35. 

Proportion  of  stock  to  bonds  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Secubity 
Issues,  45,  46. 

Reorganization  valuation  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation, 
36. 

What  constitutes  capital  obligations  in  railroad  reorganization  im- 
der  Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation,  234. 

Need  of  working  capital  considered  in  reorganisation  under  Mis- 
souri statute,  see  Valuation,  339. 

Allowance  for  going  value  in  reorganization  under  Missouri  stat- 
ute, see  Valuation,  397. 
Montana, 

Statute  giving  Montana  Commission  jurisdicticm  over  municipal 
plants  as  violating  constitutional  prohibition  against  legisla- 
tive  levying  of  taxes  on  municipality,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  3. 
New  Hampshire, 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Hampshire  Commission  to  vary  statutory  loca- 
tion of  whistling  posts  at  highway  grade  crossings,  see  Cboss- 
INGS,  3. 

Right  to  invest  depreciation  funds  in  additions  or  extensions  under 
New  Hampshire  statute,  see  Depbeciation,  93. 

Equipment  of  cars  for  shipment  of  lumi)er  under  New  Hampshire 
statute,  see  Sebvioe,  212-214. 
TSew  Jersey, 

New  Jersey  statutory  prohibition  against  discriminatory  rates 
prospective  rather  than  retroactive,  see  Disobimination,  1. 

Municipality  as  including  county  in  New  Jersey  statute  requiring 
consent  to  use  highways  for  telephone  purposes,  see  Fban- 
chises,  2. 

Applicability  of  New  Jersey  statute  limiting  sale  price  to  bonds 
of  foreign  corporation  operating  railroad  as  lessee,  see  Siou* 
BFTY  Issues,  50. 
Vew  York. 

Qood  faith  of  New  York  Commission  in  taking  of  property  under 
Rapid  Transit  Act,  see  Appeal  and  Rkvibw,  10. 
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Applicabilitj  of  New  York  statutes  gOTeming  jitneys  to  automobiles 
standing  at  hotels  and  railroad  depots  for  hire,  see  Auto- 
mobiles, 1. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  over  auto-bus  lines  partly 
within  and  partly  without  city,  see  Automobiles,  6,  11. 

Applicability  of  New  York  statute  requiring  certificate  of  conven- 
ience to  operate  jitney  bus  to  perscms  holding  city  license,  see 
Automobiles,  7. 

Municipal  consent  to  auto  bus  operation  in  cities  as  franchise 
within  meaning  of  New  York  Second  Class  City  Law,  see  Au- 
tomobiles, 13. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  neces- 
sary imder  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying 
for  hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Cabbiebs,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  determine  necessity  of 
taking  property  for  rapid  transit  purposes,  see  Commissions, 
12a. 

Constitutiimality  of  statutes  regulating  jitney  buses,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  24-29. 

Bij^t  of  property  owners  to  be  heard  in  proceedings  to  acquire 
land  for  rapid  transit  purposes  under  New  York  statute,  see 
Eminent  Domain,  2. 

Necessity  for  votes  for  granting  village  franchise  under  New  York 
statute,  see  Fbanchises,  9,  10. 

Proceedings  by  Commission  under  New  York  statute  to  compel  by 
mandamus  or  injunction  common  carriers  to  obey  laws  and 
orders,  see  Pbocedure,  7. 

Statutory  2  cent  a  mile  passenger  fare  repealed  by  General  Rail- 
road Act  of  New  York,  see  Rates,  25. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  increase  railroad  mileage  book 
rate  over  statutory  maximum,  see  Rates,  26. 

New  York  statutory  requirement  oi  street  railway  to  carry  passen- 
gers for  single  fare  between  any  two  points  on  road,  see  Rates, 
214. 

Conversion  of  bonds  into  stock  under  New  York  statute,  see  Se- 
cuBiTY  Issues,  19,  20. 

Issue  of  securities  to  pay  for  operating  expenses  under  New  York 
act,  see  Secubtiy  Issues,  32,  33. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  under  New  York  act  to  require  exten- 
sion of  natural  gas  mains,  see  Sebvice,  11. 

Duty  of  natural  gas  company  to  make  extensions  under  New  York 
statute,  see  Sebvice,  56. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  under  New  York  act  to  pass  upon  reason- 
aUeness  of  extension  to  service  ordered  by  Commission,  see 
Sebvice,  60. 
North  Carolina. 

North  Carolina  statute  imposing  penalty  for  failure  to  refund  over- 
charge collected  upon  interstate  shipment  as  conflicting  with 
congressional  legislation,  see  Intbbstatb  Commebce,  8. 
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Power  of  city  to  grant  street  railway  franchises  under  North  Caro- 
lina statute  authorizing  it  to  grant  franchises  to  public  utili- 
ties, see  MuNiciPALrnES,  1. 
Xorth  Dakota. 

Free  switching  rates  to  vendor  of  plant  as  violative  of  North  Da- 
kota anti-pass  and  anti-diacrimination  statute,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 51. 
Ohio. 

Power  to  apportion  joint  rates  not  included  in  statutory  power 
of  Ohio  Conunission  to  establish  joint  rates,  see  Appobtion- 
KENT,  82. 

Furnishing  long  distance  telephone  service  in  one  locality  and 
refusing  it  in  another  as  unlawful  discrimination  under  Ohio 
statute,  see  Discrimination,  143. 

Burden  of  proof  of  justification  of  proposed  increase  of  rates  on 
carriers  under  Ohio  act,  see  Evidence,  11. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  over  the  abandonment  or  continuation 
of  railroad  service,  see  Service,  21. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  physical  connection  of  telephones 
imder  Ohio  statute,  see  Service,  32. 

Right  to  require  physical  connection  between  telephone  company 
giving-  local  service  only  and  competing  company  to  enable  sub- 
scriber of  former  to  obtain  long  distance  service  of  latter  under 
Ohio  statute,  see  Service^  261. 

Ohio  statute  with  reference  to  the  consideration  of  the  unit  prices 
in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  96. 
Oklahoma, 

Jurisdiction    of   Oklahoma   Commission   over    compcmy   supplying 
natural  gas  to  others  for  distribution,  see  Public  Utilities, 
36. 
Oregon. 

Statutory  duty  of  Oregon  Commission  as  to  the  valuation  of  rail- 
ways, see  Valuation,  16,  17. 
Pennsylvania. 

Franchise  granted  prior  to  enactment  of  Pennsylvania  Public  Serv- 
ice Company  law  as  affecting  necessity  of  securing  certificate 
of  convenience,  see  Certificate  of  Convbnibncb  and  Neces- 
sity, 9,  10. 

Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Act  as  proper  exercise  of  police  power, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  67. 

Automobiles  operated  over  fixed  route  for  carrying  passengers  as 
common  carriers  within  Pennsylvania  statute,,  see  Public 
Utilities,  2 

Requirements  of  Pennsylvania  act  as  to  approval  by  Commission  of 
contract   with   municipality   for  construction   of  underground 
railway  system,  see  Street  Railways,  4. 
Philipftine  Islands. 

Jurisdiction  of  Philippine  Islands  Commission  to  regulate  speed 
of  street  cars,  see  Service,  60. 
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South  Dakota. 

Validity  of  statute  limiting  evidoice  in  court  prooeeding  to  that 
heard  before  the  Commisaion,  see  Ck>NBTiTUTioi7AL  Law,  19,  20. 

Same  rate  for  main  and  party  line  telephone  service  as  discrim- 
ination within  South  Dakota  statute,  see  Disgbimination,  119. 

Parties  in  proceeding  for  physical  connection  of  telephones  under 
South  Dakota  statute,  see  Pabtixs,  4. 

Power  of  Conunission  to  compel  railroads  to  build  a  platform  for 
loading  and  unloading  heavy  machinery  at  station  under 
South  Dakota  statute,  see  Service,  46. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  require  purchase  of  stock  as  con- 
dition to  service  under  South  Dakota  statute,  see  Service,  246. 
Tennessee. 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  regulating  jitney  bu8e%  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  24-29. 

Statute  of  Tennessee  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish 
indemnity  bonds  as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  72. 
Texas. 

Ordinance  restricting  operation  of  jitneys  as  violating  Texas  con- 
stitutional anti-monopoly  provision,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
4. 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  regulating  jitney  buses,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  24-29. 
Vermont. 

Constitutionality  «of  Vermont  Public  Service  Commission  Act,  see 
Constitutional  Law.  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  under  Vermont  statute  to  change  or 
'     discontinue  highway  and  to  order  farm  crossings,  see  Cboss- 
INOS,  5. 

Liability  of  utility  in  obeying  order  of  Commission  under  Vermont 
statute,  see  Obdebs,  2. 

Town  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  tracks 
under  Vermont  statute  authorizing  person  or  corporation  in- 
jured by  operation  of  railroad  to  begin  proceeding,  see  Pas- 
ties, 9. 
Washington. 

Application  to  cross  appeal  of  Washington  statute  providing  for 
appeal  bonds,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  1. 

Meaning  of  "rates"  as  used  in  Washington  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion statute,  see  Rates,  1. 

Power .  of  Commission  under  Washington  statute  to  fix  rate  base 
different  from  statutory  values,  see  Valuation,  15. 

West  Virginia. 

West  Virginia  statute  providing  for  apportionment  of  joint  rates, 
as  contravening  constitutional  rights,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  7. 
Jurisdiction  of  West  Virginia  Commission  to  approve  abandonment 
of  service  under  statute  giving  it  jurisdiction  to  determine  if 
utility  is  rendering  adequate  service,  see  Service,  23,  24. 
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Wisconsin, 

JurisdietioD  of  Commission  to  apportion  coet  of  rebnilding  city 
bridge  used  by  street  railway  under  Wisconsin  statute,  see 
Apfobtionicitnt,  83,  84. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  enforce  statutes  pro- 
hibiting railroad  from  obstructing  percolating  or  surface  wa- 
ter, see  Commissions,  29. 

Wisconsin  statute  providing  for  physical  connection  of  telephones 
as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  LiAw, 
68,  69. 

Statute  authorizing  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  city  to  bear 
portion  of  cost  of  separating  crossing  grade  of  railroad  track 
and  city  street,  as  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  70. 

Right  to  extend  telephone  line  into  territory  occupied  by  company 
not  engaged  in  local  service,  without  notice,  under  Wisconsin 
statute,  see  Monopoly  and  CoMPrrrnoN,  66. 

Municipal  acquisition  only  of  property  exclusively  used  for  utility 
purposes  required  under  Wisconsin  Public  Utility  Act,  see 
Municipal  Plant,  4. 

Proceedings  under  Wisconsin  statute  by  Commission  on  own  motion 
where  complaint  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  Pbooedure, 
3. 

Duty  of  utility  to  bear  expense  of  service  connections  under  Wiscon- 
sin statute,  see  Sebvice,  87,  97. 

Definition  of  word  "necessity"  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute,  see 
Sekyice,  254. 

Valuation  of  water  rights  under  Wisconsin  statute,  see  Valua- 
tion, 482-488. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  construction  of,  Appbndix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1092. 

1.  Statutes  are  to  be  given  prospective,  and  not  retroactive,  effect, 
unless  their  language  makes  them  retroactive  and  admits  of  no  other 
construction.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs. 
P.U.R.1916D,  107  (S.  C.  —  N.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013). 

2.  Evidence  of  arguments  at  legislative  committee  hearings  will  be 
disregarded,  in  interpreting  an  unambiguous  statute  requiring  railroads 
to  equip  lumber  cars  with  stakes  and  wires,  to  ascertain  whether  such 
equipment  must  be  furnished  free.  Re  Boston  &,  M.  R.  Co.  (X.  H.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  1040. 

3.  Subdivision  3  of  §  862  of  the  municipal  incorporation  act  of 
California,  in  empowering  towns  to  contract  for  a  water  supply,  does 
not  grant  the  power  to  contract  away  the  right  of  the  state  to  fix  the 
rates  for  water  sold  to  a  town  by  a  utility,  since  there  is  no  clear  and 
unmistakable  delegation  of  power,  and  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
duty  of  the  local  authorities  to  fix  water  rates  each  year,  as  prescribed 
by  I  1  of  article  14  of  the  Constitution  and  the  act  of  March  7,  1881, 
and  also  inconsistent  with  §  548  of  the  Civil  Code,  specifically  provid- 
ing that,  in  case  of  contracts  for  the  supply  of  water,  the  local  au- 
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thorities  riiall  retain  the  r^hi  to  regulate  rates.    SaaaalHo  r.  Marin 
Water  k  P.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.lftl6A,  244. 

STAinrroRT  batbs. 

Power  of  Commission  to  alter,  see  R^TSS,  22,  25. 

Increase  of,  to  corre8p<md  with  interstate  rates,  see  Rates,  25. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  i^  increase  railroad  mileage  book 
rate  over  statutory  maximum,  see  Rates,  26. 

Maximnm  passenger  rates  fixed  higher  than  statutory  rate  on 
account  of  increase  of  (^crating  exp^enses,  see  Rates,  45. 

Fixing  of  rates  by  comparison  with,  see  Rates,  50. 

Fare  less  than  statutory  rate  to  meet  competition  as  non- 
compensatory, see  Rates,  169. 

Power  of  Missouri  Commission  to  require  carriers  to  return  charge 
collected  in  excess  of  statutory  rate  as  condition  to  author- 
izing  increase  in  rates,  see  Repabation,  15. 

STEAM. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commisskm  to  r^^late  sale  of  steam,  see 

Commissions,  24. 
Reduced  electric  power  rate  to  meet  competition  of  steam  power, 

see  Rates,  118. 
Cost  of  coal  to  keep  up  steam  as  precaution  against  failure  of 

water  power  as  chargeable  to  water  poti-er  and  not  to  steam 

production,  see  Retuen,  64. 
Saving  in  water  over  steam  as  basis  of  valuing  water  power,  see 

Valuation,  472-479. 

STEAMBOAT. 

Duty  of  steamboats  to  establish  and  maintain  time  schedules,  see 
Service,  218,  219. 

STEAM  HEATIKa. 

See  Heating. 

STEAM  PLANT. 

Amortization  of  superseded  steam  generating  plants,  see  Retubn, 
24. 

Maintenance  of  auxiliary  steam  plant  as  operating  expense,  see 
Retubn,  120,  121. 

Reserve  steam  plant  minecessary  after  conaoHdationy  see  Valua- 
tion, 278. 

01!EAM  BAILBOABa 

See  Railboads. 

STEAMSHIPS. 

Bxclusive  transportation  of  a  particular  newspaper  on  an  early 
boat  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  140,  141. 
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As  oomiBQii  carrier  within  mtaning  of  Publie  fierviee  CommiBnoo 

Law,  see  Purlio  Uhlitisb,  25. 
Rates  for  service,  see  Rates,  208,  200. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  reitrain  rdooatton  bj 

railroad  of  terminal  for  transfer  of  freight  from  boat  line,  see 

Sebyicb,  43. 

Abstract  of  oases  dealing  with  generally.  Appendix,  P.nJt.l916F, 
p.  1093. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  of,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  1012. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  1085. 

STEP  BATES. 

Substitution  of  block  rates  for  step  rates  to  eliminate  discrimi- 
nation, see  Discrimination,  75,  7G. 
For  water,  see  Rates,  260. 

STEPS. 

In  graduated  minimum  bill,  see  Rates,  90. 
In  flat  rate  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  126. 

STOCK. 

Effect  of  Section  38  of  Maine  Utilities  Act  upon  special  statute 
authorizing  a  utility  to  own  stock  in  other  utilities,  see  Con- 
solidation, Merger,  and  Sale,  10,  11. 

Duty  of  Indiana  Commission  to  determine  lvalue  of  stock  and  to 
direct  payment  to  nonconsenting  stockholders,  see  Consoli- 
dation, Merger,  and  Sale,  14. 

Effecting  consolidation  by  purchase  of  stock  and  bonds,  see 
Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Sale,  5,  9,  32. 

Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  and  rights  of 
another  permitted  to  purchase  the  stock,  see  Intercorporate 
Relations,  1. 

Fact  that  mutual  telephone  company  requires  purchase  of  stock 
as  condition  of  service  as  grounds  for  permitting  competition 
in  the  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Oompetition,  43. 

Consent  of  Commission  necessary  for  sale  of  stock  of  nonoperating 
telegraph  company,  see  Public  Uttlities,  26. 

Issuance  of,  see  generally,  Securitt  Issues. 

Conversion  of  bonds  into  stock,  see  RECintTTY  Issues,  17-23. 

Proportion  of  stock  to  bonds,  see  Security  Issues,  45-49. 

Sale  price  of,  see  Security  Issues,  50-54. 

Right  of  telephone  to  require  purchase  of  stock  as  a  condition  to 
service,  see  Service,  246. 

Consideration  of  value  of,  in  ascertaining  value  or  cost  of  ntilify, 

see  Valuation,  27-34,  61-63. 
Oonsideration  of  value  of,  in  determining  value  of  pn^rty,  see 
Valuation,  27,  28. 
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Trust  certificates  issued  by  railroad  for  stock  of  another  railroad 
as  capital  obligatioii  in  reorganization  under  Missouri  statute, 
see  Valuation,  234. 

Consideration  of  stock  of  another  company  in  yalnaticm,  see 
Valuation,  ZIS. 

STOCK  DIVIDENDS. 

Issuance  of,  see  Secubitt  Issuss,  24-26. 

STOCK  BXCHAHOE. 

Aa  party  in  proceeding  to  compd  telegimph  Qompaaj  to  etip. 
discrimination  in  ticker  service,  see  Pabtis8,  12. 

STOCK  GROWERS'  ASSOCIATION. 

As  proper  parties  to  proceedings  to  require  railroads  to  fence  tracks, 
see  Parties,  6. 

STOCKHOIJ>ERS. 

Bight  of  telephone  company  to  enter  occupied  territory  to  serve  a 
stockholder,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  12. 

Consent  of,  for  sale  and  purchase  of  property  of  one  public  utility 
by  another,  see  Consolidation,  Mkbgis,  and  Sale,  2. 

Duty  of  Indiana  Commission  to  determine  value  of  stock  and  to 
direct  payment  to  nonconsenting  stockholders,  see  Consoli- 
dation, *Mebger,  AND  Sale,  14. 

Protection  of,  upon  authorizing  consolidation,  see  Consolidation, 
Merokr,  and  Sale,  18. 

Rights  of  minority  stockholders  upon  consolidation  of  utility,  see 
Consolidation,*  Meroeb,  and  Sale,  10,  20. 

Transfer  of  local  coi^trol  to  nonresident  stockholders  as  factor  af- 
fecting consolidation,  see  Consolidation,  Mergeb,  and  Sale, 
27,  28. 

Keduced  telephone  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discktmination, 
46,  47. 

Duty  of  rural  telephone  line  to  serve  stockholder  in  village  served 
hy  local  company,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  13. 

Duty  to  give  utility  opportunity  to  furnish  adequate  service,  before 
permitting  competition  in  occupied  territory  for  a  protection 
of  stockholders  and  bondholders,  see  Monopoly  and  CompE' 
TinoN,  27. 

Effect  of  exclusive  service  to,  by  mutual  telephone  company,  see 
Public  TJTiLmES,  16-22. 
*      Voting  trust  in  reorganization  invalidated  by  insufficient  repre- 
sentation of,  see  REOBOANtZATION,  3. 

Validation  of  voting  trust  in  reorganisation  by  displacing  bond- 
holders by  stockholders  as  trustees,  see  Rboeoantkation,  4. 

Power  of  Commission  to  withhold  approval  of  reorganization  plan 
until  provision  is  made  for  protection  of  nonassenting  security 
holders,  see  Reorganization,  7. 
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462         SxbCK  INSPECTION  COMMISSIONERS— STORAGE. 

Consent  of,  for  conversion  of  bonds  into  stock,  see  Securitt  Issues, 

17-23. 
Utility  to  furnish  pure  water  for  domestic  use  although  entailing 

serious  hardship  on  stockholders,  see  Service,  278. 
Consideration  of  sacrifices  in  dividends  made  biy,  see  Valuation, 

305. 

STOCK  nrSPECTIOK  COmnSSIOKERS. 

As  proper  parties  to  proceedings  to  require  railroads  to  fence 
tracks,  see  Parties,  6. 

•TOOK  QUOTATIONS. 

Discrimination  in  furnishing  ticker  service  of  stock  quotations, 
see  Discrimination,  142. 

Furnishing  stock  quotations  transmitt^  from  another  state  as  in- 
terstate commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  4. 

Stock  exchange  as  party  in  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  com- 
pany to  stop  discrimination  in  ticker  service,  see  Parties,  12. 

Stock  quotation  service  by  tel^^raph  company  in  exercise  of  fran- 
chise, as  "public  service,"  see  Public  Utilities,  37. 

STOCK  RAISERS. 

Requiring  railroad  company  to  install  scales  at  stockyards  as 
convenience  to,  as  taking  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  see  Constitutional  Law,  6. 

STOCK  SCALES. 

Installation  of,  by  railroad  Company  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 136. 

STOCK  YARDS. 

Requiring  railroads  to  install  scales  at,  as  taking  property  with- 
out due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  5. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  stock  yard  facilities  at  railroad 
stations,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  830. 

STOPS. 

See  Stations  and  Stops. 

STORAGE, 

Order  as  to  storage  of  sample  baggage  to  include  general  baggage 

although  public  not  a  party,  see  Pabtdbs,  3. 
Storage  company  as  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  7. 
Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  for  storage  of  grain  under  North 

Dakota  statute,  see  Rates,  23. 
Warehouse  rates  for,  see  Rates,  252,  253. 

Free  storage  of  baggage  from  Friday  until  Monday,  see  Service,  194. 
Valuation  of  displaced  machinery  in  storage,  see  Valuation,  269. 
Allowance   of   working   capital    to    include   coal    in   storage,    see 

Valuation,  346. 
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8TOBA6E  WABSHOV8E. 

See  Wabehouses. 

8TORAQE  YARD. 

Valuation  of  temporary  itorage  yard,  lee  YALUATioir,  26(l* 

STORES. 

Rates  lor  electricity,  see  Raixs,  134. 

As  working  capital,  see  VALUATiONy  340,  346,  349. 

STRAIGHT  LUTE. 

Method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  BBPiBaunoN,  28-^7» 

STREET  OARS. 

See  Cab8;  Stbebt  Railways. 

STREET  UOHTIHO. 

Revocation  of  approyal  of  street  Uc^ting  contract,  see  Contbaot,  2. 

Grounds  for  refusing  permission  to  exercise  street  lighting  fran- 
chise, see  Fbanchises,  16,  16. 

Higher  rate  for  short  term  contract,  see  Rates,  8. 

Comparison  of  rates  for  municipal  street  lighting,  see  Rates,  44. 

Electric  ratee  for,  see  Rates,  111. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  116. 

Street  lighting  by  municipal  plant  to  be  paid  out  of  taxation,  see 
Retxtbn,  17. 

Consumers  not  to  be  required  to  sign  contract  for  service  for 
electric  street  lighting,  see  Sebvicb,  114. 

Reasonableness  of  ten-year  contract  for,  see  Sebviob,  117. 

Right  of  municipality  to  shorten  hours  of  burning  electric  street 
lights,  see  Sebvice,  156. 

Duty  of  utility  to  furnish  gas  for  lighting  municipal  lamps  con- 
trolled by  lighting  company,  see  Seevioe,'160. 

STREET  PAVIKG. 

Appreciation  in  value  of  land  from,  see  Valuation,  333. 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 

Right  of  abutting  owner  to  enjoin  construction  of  street  railway 
track  and  operation  of  freight  cars  thereon,  see  AnrTTiNG  Own- 
ers. 

Review  of  determination  of  Commission  as  to  practicability  of 
street  railway  extension  under  city  ordinance,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  20. 

Appmiionment  of  expenses,  earnings,  and  the  investment  of,  see 
Apfobtionment,  82-36. 

Basis  of  apportioning  cost  of  bridge  used  by  street  railway,  see 
Apfobtionment,  91-93. 

Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  oomitniotion^  see  CEirriFi- 
oatb  Of  Convenienob  and  Neobssitt. 
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464  STREET  RAILWAYS. 

ComparatiTe  pavrer  of  Missouri  Commission  and  of  municipalities 

with  reference  to  franchise  ordinance  and  certificates  of  con- 

veniaice  for  street  railways,  see  Cebtifigate  of  Convenience 

AND  Necessity,  3,  4. 
Power  of  Indiana  Commission  to  authorize  construction  of  street 

railway  turnout  and  switch  on  city  lot  over  which  public  has 

no  easement,  see  Commissions,  14. 
Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  order  free  transportation  of  mail 

carriers,  see  Commissions,  30. 
Separation  of  jitneys  from  street  railways  for  purposes  of  munic- 
ipal regulation,  see  Constitutional  Law,  25-27. 
Power,  under  anti-discrimination  statute,  to  prevent  discrimination 

against  part  of  city  in  issuance  of  street  and  interurban  rail- 
way transfers,  permitted  by  contract  ordinance,  see  Constittj- 

TioNAL  Law,  39. 
Policy  of  Commission   as  to  permitting  construction  of  electric 

railway  at  grade  across  a  railroad,  see  Crossings,  11. 
Power  of  Indiana   Commission   to  award   damages   to  adjoining 

property  owners  from  proposed  street  railway  extension,  see 

Damages,  4. 
Depreciation  for  street  railways,  see  generally  Depreciation. 
Reduced  rates  for  school  children  and  teachers,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 38,  39,  41. 
Discrimination  by,  against  localities,  see  Discrimination,  106. 
Length  of  fare  zones  for  street  railway,  see  Discrimination,  105- 

108. 
Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  5  cent  street  railway  fare  so  as 

to  entitle  earning  power  to  consideration  in  valuation,   see 

Evidence,  3. 
Validity  of  street  railway  franchise  and  consent  of  local  authorities 

as  affected  by  invalidity  of  separable  cause  of  franchise,  see 

Franchises,.?. 
Injunction  as  remedy  to  compel  street  railway  to  reduce  rates  in 

compliance  with  franchise  ordinance,  see  Injunction,  2, 
Mandamus  os  remedy  for  failure  of  street  railway  to  comply  with 

Commission  order  relative  to  service,  see  Mandamus,  8. 
Competition  of  motor  bus  with  street  railway,  see  Monopoly  and 

Competition,  55-64. 
Power  of  city  to  grant  street  railway   franchise  under  statute 

authorizing    it   to   grant   franchise   for    public    utilities,    see 

Municipalities,  1. 
Right  of  street  railway  sustaining  damage  from  competition  to 

enjoin  illegal  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Nuisance,  1. 
Sale  of  surplus  electric  power  of  street  railway  company  under 

contract  to  individuals  as  public  business,  see  PuBtic  Util- 

mss,  3«. 
Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly,  210-214. 
Power  of  Massachusetts  Commission  to  reduce  fares  for  school 

children  below  statutory  rate,  see  Rates,  22. 
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Tcmw  of  Commifleion  to  prevent  discontinuance  of  sale  of  6  tickets 
for  25  cents  where  franchise  provides  for  5  cent  fare,  see 
Rates,  28. 

Comparison  of  intenirban  railway  fare  with  street  railway  fare, 
see  Rates,  58. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  over  questions  relating  to 
the  reorganization  of  street  railways,  see  Reobgaiyization,  6,  7. 

Public  not  interested  in  sale  of  surplus  power,  see  Rbtvbn,  1. 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  RrruBX,  35-121. 

Return  for  street  railways,  see  Retubn  generally,  and  particularly, 
209-512. 

Security  issues  by,  see  Secubttt  Issues. 

Service  by,  see  Sebvice  generally,  and  particularly,  220-238. 

Power  of  Ohio  Commission  to  determine  practicability  of  extension 
required  by  city  ordinance,  see  Sebvice,  12. 

Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  over  complaint  against  re- 
moval of  tracks,  see  Sebvice,  22. 

Jurisdiction  of  Philippine  Commission  to  regulate  speed  of  ears, 
see  Sebvice,  50. 

Extension  of  service  by,  see  Sebvics,  55,  58,  70,  71.  • 

Speed  of  street  ears,  see  Sebvice,  235. 

Discontinuance  of  street  railway  service^  see  Sebvice,  98,  105,  228, 
229,  237,  238. 

Valuation  of  system,  see  Valuation. 

Consideration  of  horse  railway  property  made  useless  by  electrifi- 
cation, see  Valuation,  274,  279. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  construction  and  equipment  of, 
Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1093. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  of.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p,  997. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  street  railway  service.  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1075. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

1.  A  street  railway  may  be  authorized  to  construct  a  turn-out  and 
switch  to  its  power  plant  as  reasonably  necessary  to  remove  cinders 
and  to  transport  machinery  and  cars  to  and  from  the  plant.  Indiana 
R.  A  Light  Co.  v.  Kokomo  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1008. 

2.  Authority  to  construct  a  necessary  street  railway  turn-out  and 
switch  will  not  be  denied  on  the  theory  that  the  courts  will  fail  in 
their  duty  to  grant  relief  if  a  resulting  railway  freight  station  is  a 
nuisance.  Indiana  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Kokomo  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
1008. 

3.  A  street  railway  company  was  ordered  to  relocate  tracks  nearer 
to  the  center  of  a  highway  under  its  own  plan,  which  would  afford 
sulBcient  clearance  between  the  fence  line  and  the  tracks  for  safe  oper-> 
ation  of  the  railway,  sufficient  space  for  a  sidewalk,  and  reasonable 
accommodation  for  vehicular  traffic,  rather  than  under  a  plan  of  the 
town,  requiring  a  greater  clearance  to  permit  the  relocation  of  poles 
occupied  by  a  power  company  so  that  wires  thereon  would  to  s  greater 
extent  clear  the  trees  at  the  side  of  the  highway;  since  it  would  be  in- 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 30. 
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equitable  to  compel  the  railway  to  incur  considerable  extra  expense  for 
the  additional  clearance  for  matters  not  related  to  its  operation,  or 
for  the  safety  of  highway  travel,  and  from  which  it  could  derive  no 
benefit.    Re  Connecticut  Co.  (Conn.)  P.UJ1.1016A,  1. 

4.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  will  not  declare  the  terms  and 
conditions  on  which  it  will  approve  a  prospective  contract  with  a  city 
for  the  construction  of  an  underground  railway  system,  as  provided  in 
§  11  of  article  3  of  the  Public  Service  Company  Law,  where  there  is 
not  as  yet  a  tentative  agreement  and  the  parties  are  not  in  accord,  and 
where  such  declaration  would  require  the  Commission  to  act  without 
the  benefit  of  information  that  the  city  may  more  easily  and  properly 
obtoin.    Re  Pittsburgh  Subway  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJL1916D,  687. 

5.  The  New  York  Conunission,  First  District,  granted  a  certificate 
of  convenience  for  the  extension  of  a  street  railway  line  on  private 
land  over  the  objection  of  the  city  that  the  Commission  should  with- 
hold its  certificate  because  its  grant  would  confirm  the  right  to  main- 
tain and  operate  the  extension  in  perpetuity;  it  appearing  that  if  the 
extension  had  been  constructed  upon  a  public  street  or  way,  it  would 
have  been  necessary  to  .secure  a  franchise  from  the  city  authorities, 
which  cannot  \^  granted  for  a  term  of  more  than  twenty-five  years;  and 
it  further  appearing  that  the  city  had  failed  to  secure  an  amendment 
to  its  charter  requiring  street  railways  to  procure  a  franchise  from 
the  city  even  when  constructed  on  private  land.  Re  Brooklyn  Heights 
R.  Co.  (X.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  220. 

STREETS. 

See  IIlQHWATS  AND  SlItEETS. 

STUDENTS. 

Reduced  rates  to  students  attending  private  business  schools  oper- 
ated for  profit  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discbimination, 
39. 

Burden  of  proof  of  reasonableness  of  proposed  discontinuance  of 
sale  of  school  tickets,  see  Evidence,  13. 

SUBMETERS. 

See  Meters. 

SUBSCRIBERS. 

See  Consumers  and  Patvons. 

SUBSIDIARY  OOMPAKIES. 

See  Holding  and  Pabent  Companies. 

SUBSIDIES. 

Consideration  of  subsidies,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 82. 

SUBWAY. 

See  Stbebt  Railways. 
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SUCCESS. 

iBsuance  of  certificate  of  convenience  u  dependent  upon  prospects 
of  enterprise,  see  Cebtificate  of  Ck>NVBNiENCB  Ain>  Nbokssitt, 
16,  17. 

ConBideration  of  saccesaful  operation,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
392-397. 

SUFFICnSKOY* 

See  EvmENCK,  20-29. 

SUIT. 

Application  to  Commission  and  not  suit  in  equity  as  remedy  for 
party  aggrieved  at  railroad  for  change  of  highway  to  eliminate 
grade  crossing,  see  Cbossings,  1. 

Suit  without  injunction,  to  annul  rate  order  as  not  suspending  rate 
so  as  to  defeat  reparation,  see  Obdebs,  4. 

Who  may  maintain  suit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order  ap- 
proving sale  of  leased  telephone  line,  see  Parties,  8. 


Normal  depreciation  allowance  to  interurban  railway  operated  at 
capacity  only  during  summer  months,  see  DmiECiATioK,  61. 

SUMMEB  COIiOXT. 

Extension  of  telephone  service  to  reach,  see  Siftyicc,  72. 

SUMMER  COTTAGES. 

Telephone  rate  for,  see  Rates,  220. 

SUMMEB  HOTELS. 

Discrimination  in  sewer  rates  to,  see  DisoanciNAitoN,  105. 
Sewer  rate  for  summer  hotel  at  pleasure  resort,  see  Ratbb,  206,  207. 

SUMMEB  RESORTS. 

Demand  rate  for  electricity  preferaMe  to  meter  rate,  see.  Rates,  131. 

SUMMONS. 

Misjoinder  as  ground  for  quashing  service  of  summons,  see  Parties, 
1. 

SUNDAY. 

Reduced  rates  to  Sunday  users  of  electricity,  see  Discrimination, 

53. 
Effect  of  custom  to  ohserve  Monday  when  holiday  falls  on  Sunday 

to  excuse  carrier  from  forwarding  shipment  on  Monday,  see 

Service,  3. 

superin  ten  dence. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Secxtbitt  Issues,  64. 
Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  e^enaes  including  superinten- 
dence, see  Valuation,  185-209. 
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468     SUPERSEDED  PROPERTY— SURPLUS  *WATER. 

By  whom  supplied,  as  affecting  allowance  for  overhead  expenses, 

see  Valuation,  186. 
Allowance  for  superintendence  in  estimating  orerhead  expenses,  see 

Valuation,  127,  134,  144,  149. 

SUPERSEDED  PBOPERTT. 

See  Pbopebtt  not  in  use. 

SUPERVI8IOK  EXPEK8S8. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  95-99. 
Securities  not  issued  imder,  as  measure  of  cost  in  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  62. 

SUPPLIES. 

See  Materials  and  Supplies. 

SUPPLY  COMPANIES. 

Carrying  charge  by  supply  company  as  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 100. 

SUPPLY  PIPE. 

Water  rates  for  bath  tubs  not  connected  to,  see  Rates,  268,  269. 

SURFACE  WATER. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  statutes,  prohibiting  railroad 
from  obstructing,  see  Commissions,  29. 

SURGEONS. 

Right  of  railroad  under  Colorado  statute  to  furnish  free  or  re- 
duced rate  transportation  to  surgeons  of  its  employees  relief 
association,  see  Discrimination,  31. 

SURPLUS. 

Rates  for  electricity  generated  by  milling  company  in  excess  of  its 
needs  for  the  mill,  see  Rates,  115. 

Debt  extinguished  through  surplus  as  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 61. 

Consideration  of  surplus  reinvested  in  property,  in  valuation  pro- 
ceedings, see  Valuation,  82. 

Valuation  of  property  paid  for  out  of  surplus  earnings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 310-314. 

SURPLUS  ENERGY. 

Right  of  farmer  having  electric  service  for  irrigation  services,  to 
use  surplus  energy  for  other  uses,  see  Service,  146. 

SURPLUS  WATER. 

Return  to  be  obtained  from  electricity  getttrated  by  surphis  water 
from  a  mill,  see  Return,  72. 
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SUBVSTS. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for,  see  Sboubity  Issues,  30. 
Cost  of,  as  an  overhead  expense,  see  Valuation,  132. 

SUSPENSION. 

Policy  of  Arizona  ComndBsicm  to  suspend  operation  of  order  pend- 
ing appeal  to  courts,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  3. 

Of  Commissicm  orders  pending  appeal,  see  Obdehs,  4,  5. 

Suspension  of  order  declaring  rate  unreasonable  as  affecting  power 
of  Commission  to  award  reparation,  see  Reparation,  22. 

SWITCH  BOARD  EQUIPMENT. 

Included  in  nonoperating  property,  see  Valuation,  248. 

SWITCH  BOARDS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  6. 

SWITCHES. 

Cost  of  mam  line  electric  switch  to  be  borne  by  consumer  upon 

placing  wires  underground,  see  Apportionment,  7. 
Power  of  Indiana  Commission  to  authorize  construction  of  street 

railway  turnout  and  switch  on  city  lot  ovet  which  public  has 

no  easement,  see  Commissions,  14. 
Fact  that  passengers  cross  switch  in  reaching  station  as  grounds 

for  abolishing,  see  Du)SsiNes,  19. 
Installation  of  switch,  cut-out,  and  boxes  upon  wires  being  place<^ 

underground,  see  SmviCK,  145. 
Knife  switches  not  to  be  used  by  telephone  company,  see  Service, 

249. 
Construction  of  street  railway  switches,  see  Street  Railways,  1,  2. 

SWITCHING. 

Basis  of  apportioning  telephone  exchange  operating  costs  to  switch- 
ing service,  see  Appobtionment,  58. 

Contract  for  telephone  switching  service  as  affecting  increase  in 
rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  45. 

Special  switching  rate  to  subscribers  owning  tdephone  equipment 
as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  48. 

Discrimination  in  switching  charge  for  live  stock  shipment,  see  Dis- 

CBIMINATION,   103. 

Rate  contract  for  telephone  switching  to  be  in  writing,  and  filed, 

see  Intcboobpobate  Relations,  8. 
Compensation  for  relaying  telephone  toll  messages,  relay  tickets,  see 

Intebcobpobate  Relations,  9,  10. 
Foor  switching  service  by  local  telephone  company  as  grounds  for 

permitting  rural  companies  to  establish  competing  exchange 

in  same  village,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  18. 
Power  of  Michigan  Commission  to  regulate  absorption  of  railroad 

switching  charges  see  Rates,  15. 
Rates  for  telephone  switching  service,  see  Rates,  241-247. 
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470  TABLES— TAXES  AND  TAXATION. 

Power  of  Commisfiion  to  order  railroads  to  establish  joint  inter- 
change track  upon  petition  of  seyenteen  corporations  and  one 
individual  under  statute  authorizing  it  to  consider  petition 
signed  by  at  least  fifteen  bona  fide  resident  citizens,  see  Sdkv- 
ICE,  35. 

By  telephone  company,  see  Seetxoe^  262. 

TABLES. 

Use  of,  in  determining  depreciation  where  inspection  of  property  is 
impracticable,  see  Valuation,  106. 

TAKING. 

Of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  see  Conbtituwonal  Law, 
5-20. 

TAHGIBIiE  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of  particular  kinds  of,  see  Valuation,  243-382. 

TANKAGE* 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  106. 

TANK  CARS.      • 

Abstract  of  case  passing  upon  the  power  of  Interstate  Commeroe 
Commission  to  compel  railroads  to  secure  and  furnish  tank  cars  for 
shipment  of  oil,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  870. 

TANNERY. 

SeverajQce  damages  to  be  paid  by  city  taking  over  utility  property 
operated  in  connection  with,  see  Municipal  Plant,  5. 

TAPPING  CHARGE. 

Charge  for  tapping  water  main,  see  Sebvice,  142. 
M<mey  collected  for  tapping  mains  used  as  working  capital,  see 
Valuation,  367. 

TARIFFS. 

Deviation  from  filed  tariff  as  unlawful  discrimination,  see  Dis- 

cbikination,  9-14. 
FaOure  to  eauunine  railroad  tariff  as  precluding  right  to  recover 

for  loss  sustained  under  contract  based  on  lower  rates,  see 

Reparation,  1. 
Pacific  Freight  Tariff  Bureau  Exception  Sheet  governing  refund  of- 

excessive  charge,  see  Reparation,  2. 

TAXES  AND  TAXATION. 

Consideration  of,  in  apportioning  cost  of  producing  and  transmit- 
ting electricity,  see  Appobtioniient,  4. 

Basis  for  apportioning  taxes  of  an  irrigation  plant  of  excess  e^»ao- 
ity,  see  Apportionment,  11. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  taxes,  see  Apportionment,  14. 
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TAXES  DURING  CONSTRUCTION— -TAXPAYERS'  LEAGUE.  471 

Basis  for  apportioning  taxes  between  different  street  car  lines,  tee 
APPOBnONlCMNT,   3^, 

License  fee  for  operation  of  jitney  as  occupation  tax,  see  Automo- 
biles, 15. 

License  fee  of  $10  for  jitn^a  aa  violating  constitutional  provision 
that  occupation  taxes  shall  be  equal  and  uniform,  see  Automo- 
biles, 15. 

Stfttaie  giving  Commissi^A  jurisdiction  over  municipal  plants,  as 
violating  constitutional  prohibition  against  legislative  levying 
of  taxes  on  municipality,  see  Constitutional  Law,  3. 

Statute  reqmring  operators  of  motor  bus  charging  15  oents  or 
less  to  pay  tax  as  illegal  discrimination,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  29. 

Street  lighting  by  municipal  plant  to  be  paid  out  of  taxation,  see 
Retubn,  17. 

Right  of  municipal  plant  to  allowance  for  taxes  equal  to  what 
private  utility  would  pay,  see  Retubn,  21. 

Allowance  for  taxes  in  estimating  operating  expenses,  see  Retubn, 
103-106. 

Consideration  of  tax  assessment  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  27, 
29,  33,  34,  66-68. 

Working  capital  as  not  to  include,  see  Valuation,  347. 

Use  of  taxation  assessments  in  valuing  pole  line  easement,  see  Val- 
uation, 462. 


TAXES  DinEtIKO  OOK8TBU<}nON. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  129, 

134,  141,  167. 
Allowance  for  group  of  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  185-209. 

TAXICABS. 

Validity  of  ordinance  requiring  license  and  indemnity  bonds  from 
operators  of  jitneys  when  none  is  required  of  taxicab,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  25-27. 

As  public  utilities,  see  Public  Utilities,  1,  3. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  transferring  passengers  by  means  of,  in 
estimating  compensation,  to  be  received  for  hauling  sleeping 
cars,  see  Retubn,  45. 

TAXPAYER. 

Consideration  of  objection  to  grant  of  franchise,  see  Fbanceises, 
15. 

Requiring  municipal  plant  to  extend  service  as  dependent  upon  in- 
terest of,  see  Sebvioe,  62. 

TAXPATERS'  IiEAGUE. 

As  proper  party  to  a  complaint  demanding  railroad  passenger 
depot,  see  Pabtiss,  5. 
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472  TEACHERS— TELEPHONE   DIRECTORIES. 

TEACHERS. 

*   Reduced  rates  to  school  teachers,  see  DisomaiTATiON,  41. 

TEAMS. 

Allowance  for  depreciati<Hi,  see  Ddbbciation,  17. 

TECHNICALITIES. 

No  technical  objections  to  complaint  after  answer  to  merits,  see 
Pleading. 

TECHNICAL  QUESTION. 

Necessity  of  passing  upon  technical  questions  concerning  validity 
of  franchise  in  passing  upon  certificate  of  convenience  and 
necessity,  see  Atttomobiles,  11a. 

TEUBGRAM. 

See  Telegraphs. 

TELEGRAPH. 

Discrimination  in  furnishing  ticker  service  of  stock  quotations,  see 
DiSCBIMmATION,  142. 

Telegraph  company  purchasing  physical  property  and  rights  of 
another  permitted  to  purchase  the  stock,  see  Intebcobpobatb 
Relations,  1. 

Furnishing  stock  quotations  transmitted  from  another  state  as  in- 
terstate commerce,  see  Inisbstatb  Commebcb,  4. 

Stock  exchange  as  party  in  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  company 
to  stop  discrimination  in  ticker  service,  see  Pabtibs,  12. 

Removal  of  high  voltage  electric  system  erected  in  close  proximity 
to  telegraph,  see  Poles,  1. 

Telegraph  company  having  ceased  to  operate  as  a  public  utility,  see 
Public  Utilities,  26. 

Stock  quotation  service  by  telegraph  company  in  exercise  of  fran- 
chise, as  "public  service,"  see  Public  Utilities,  37. 

Effect  of  California  statute  forbidding  employees  from  receiving 
or  transmitting  train  orders  by  telegraph  or  telephone,  see 
Service,  42. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  telegraph  service,  Appbzcdix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1086. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  telegraph  rates,  Appendix,  P.UJl. 
1916F,  p.  1014. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  service  by,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  354. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  transmission  of  train  orders  by, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  864. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. 

TELEPHONE  DIRECTORIES. 

See  Directories. 
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TELEPHOHZIS. 

See  also  Mutual  Telephones. 

Review  by  court  of  order  directing  physical  conneetion  of  telephones, 

see  Appeal  and  Review,  13,  15,  21. 
Apportionment  of  telephone  expenses,  see  Appcnktionmbnt,  36-59. 
Necessity  of  apportioning  value  of  city,  rural,  and  toll  telephone 

plants  and  cost  of  each  class  of  service  in  fixing  rates,  see  Ap- 

POSTIONMENT,  60. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  investment  between  departments  of 
a  telephone  and  electric  utility,  see  Appobtionmbnt,  69,  70,  71. 

Basis  of  apportioning  cost  of  moving  pole  line  away  from  railroad 
track,  see  Appobtionment,  86. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  physical  connection,  see  Appobtion- 
ment, 96,  97. 

Apportionment  of  toll  charges,  see  Apportionment,  08. 

Consolidation  or  lease  of  telephone  systems,  see  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb,  and  Sale. 

Requiring  physical  connection  of  telephones,  as  valid  exercise  of 
police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  16-18,  68,  69. 

Power  of  Commission  to  increase  telephone  rates  fixed  by  ^unidpal 
franchise,  see  Constitutional  Law,  33,  34. 

Contract  for  switching  service,  as  affecting  increase  in  rates,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  46. 

Ordinance  requiring  city  franchise  to  operate  telephone  as  impair- 
ing charter  right  to  use  public  highways,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  67,  58. 

Depreciation  of  telephone  plant,  see  Depbbgiation  generally,  and 
particularly,  62-76,  87. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discbimination  generally,  and  par- 
ticularly, 109^121. 

Reduced  rates  to  stockholders  and  owners  of  equipment,  as  discrim- 
ination, see  Discrimination,  46-48,  60. 

Discrimination  in  service,  see  Discbimination,  143-149. 

Discrimination  by  refusal  of  physical  connection,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 147-149. 

Discrimination  in  enforcing  rules  for  payment,  see  Discrimination, 
160,  166. 

Acceptance  of  municipal  franchise  as  estoppel  from  asserting  stat- 
utory rights  to  use  streets,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  sustain  burden  of  showing  imreasonable- 
ness  of  telephone  rates,  see  Evidence,  4. 

Validity  of  municipal  franchise  requiring  payment  of  $100  a  month 
by  a  telephone  company,  see  Franchises,  1. 

Municipality  as  including  county  in  statute  requiring  consent  to  use 
highways  for  telephone  purposes,  see  Franchises,  2. 

Perpetual  telephone  franchise  for  use  of  streets  as  against  public 
policy,  see  Franchises,  12. 

Reasonableness  of  contract  for  operation  of  rural  telephone  lines 
from  exchange  of  another  company,  see  Inteboobfobate  Rela- 
tions, 3. 
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474  TELEPHONES. 

Power  of  Washington  Commisaion  to  make  senrice  rules  and  fix 
joint  rates  upon  ordering  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see 

IlTTEBCOBPOBATK  RELATIONS,  5,  6. 

Rate  contract  for*  telephone  switching  to  be  in  writing,  and  filed, 

see  INTEBOORPOBATI!  RELATIONS,  8. 

Physical  connection  of  telephones  as  an  intercorporate  relation,  see 

INTEBCOBPOBATE    RKLATIONB,   9-11. 

Power  of  city  to  require  telephone  company  using  streets  to  obtain 
municipal  franchise,  see  MuNiciPALinES,  2,  3. 

Parties  in  proceedings  for  physical  eonnection  of  telephones,  see 
Pabties,  4. 

Payment  for  service  of,  see  Payment. 

Mutual  telephone  company  as  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities, 
16-22. 

Erecting  poles  of  private  telephone  association  upon  public  high- 
way as  devoting  its  property  to  public  use,  see  Pubuc  Utili- 
ties, 27. 

Telephone  line  for  use  of  all  persons  at  public  resort  as  public 
utility  under  California  Constitution,  see  Public  Utilities,  29. 

Jurisiyction  of  Commission  over  hotel  company  operating  telephone 
system,  see  Public  Utilities,  30. 

Rates  for  service,  see  Rates  g^ierally,  and  particularly,  215-251. 

Power  of  city  to  fix  telephone  rates,  see  Rates,  80. 

Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  Rbtubn,  35-121. 

Return  for  telephone  system,  see  Rstubn  generally,  and  particular- 
ly, 213-231. 

Reasonableness  of  charges  of  holding  company  for  service,  see  Rs- 
tubn,  96-99. 

fiecurity  issues  by,  see  Secubttt  Issues. 

Telephone  service,  see  generally  Sebvice,  and  particularly,  239-270. 

Permitting  subscribers  to  make  repairs  and  replacements  and  de- 
duct cost  from  rental,  see  Sebvice,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  dispute  as  to  number  of  messages 
sent  from  subscriber's  telephone,  see  StxncEt  51. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  physical  connection  of  telephones, 
see  Sebvice,  29-34. 

Power  of  Commission  to  compel  railroad  to  install  telephone  serv- 
ice in  stations,  see  Sebvice,  40. 

Effect  of  California  statute  prohibiting  trainmen  from  receiving  or 
delivering  train  orders  by  telephone  by  order  of  Commission, 
see  Sebvice,  42. 

Extension  of  service  by,  see  Sebvice,  54,  59,  72,  78,  86,  94,  95. 

Right  of  mutual  telephone  company  to  require  applicant  to  pur- 
chase stock  as  condition  of  extending  service,  see  Sebvice,  86. 

Discontinuance  of  service  by  telephone  company,  see  Sebvice,  101, 
106,  107. 

Valuation  of  systems,  see  Valuation. 

Consideration  of  sums  due  from  subscribers  in  a  telephone  rate 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  225. 

Valuation  of  poles  kept  for  sale,  see  Valuation,  280. 
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Xra^ANTS— TERMINAL  EXPENSES.  475 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with  apportiowneat  hj,  Appefoix,  P.U.E. 
1916F,  p.  909. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  telephone  rates,  Appendix,  P.UJl. 
1916F,  p.  1014. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  telephone  service.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
191 6F,  p.  1086. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  service  by,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  365. 

TaUe  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  336. ' 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  transmission  of  train  orders  by, 
P.U.R.1916E,  p.  864. 

1.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  may  be  granted  to  a 
rural  telephone  company  to  operate  an  exchange  in  a  village  for  switch- 
ing service,  although  an  existing  exchange  has  ample  facilities  there- 
for,  where  the  rural  lines  were  in  operation  before  the  Commission 
was  created,  and  where  the  public  and  the  existing  utility  can  be  pro- 
tected by  requiring  physical  connection  between  the  exchanges  and  pro- 
hibiting the  rural  company  from  furnishing  service  to  anyone  in  terri- 
tory served  exclusively  by  the  order.  Re  Perry  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  313. 

2.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  North  Dakota  Commission  to  encourage 
the  development  of  the  telephone  industry  in  villages  and  cities  upon  a 
rental  rather  than  a  mutual  basis.  Re  Wilcox  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
79. 

TEKAHTS. 

Right  of  water  utility  to  refuse  service  to  tenant  because  of  own- 
er's unpaid  water  bill,  see  Payment,  26. 

TBNDEB. 

Of  payment  upon  procuring  decree  of  specific  peif onManie»  see  Sfb- 

ODIO  PS]IFOBMAN(»,  2. 

TBHWEfUnSB. 

Jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  of  appeal  from  court 
order  dismissing  bill  to  enjoin  operation  of  jitneys,  see  Appeal 
AND  Review,  7. 

TERMnrAIi  CITIES. 

Discrimination  by  intemrban  railway  in  giving  transfers,  see  Dis- 

CBIMINATION,   85. 

TERMINAL  COMPAlflES. 

Bonds  of,  guaranteed  by  railroad,  as  capital  obligation  in  reorgan- 
isation under  Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation,  234. 

TERMINAL  EXPENSES. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  expenses  between  line  and  terminal,  see 
Apportionment,  29-31. 
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476  TERMINAL  FACILITIES— THROUGH  TRAIN. 

TERMINAL  FACIUTIBS. 

Lack  of  terminal  at  point  of  connection  as  affecting  division  of 

joint  rates,  see  APPOBTiONMEirr,  106. 
Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  restrain  relocation  by 

railroad  of  terminal  for  transfer  of  freight  from  boat  line,  see 

Sesvice,  43. 

TERMINAL  8ITE8. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  acquire,  see  Secukttt  Issues,  30. 

TERMS  AND  CONDITIONS. 

Definition  of  statutory  phrase  used  with  reference  to  requiring 
physical  connection,  see  Service,  33. 

TEST. 

Of  reasonableness  of  rates  as  dependent  upon  value  of  the  service, 

see  Rates,  64. 
Evidence  of,  not  overcoming  proof  of  specific  violation  of  headlight 

law,  see  Railboad,  1. 
Of  electric  meters,  see  Seevice,  130. 

THEATERS. 

Different  rates  for  electricity,  than  that  named  in  filed  schedule  as 
unlawful  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  11. 

Higher  rate  for  electricity  than  regular  commercial  rate  as  un- 
lawful discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  68. 

Power  and  not  lighting  rate  applied  to  moving  picture  theaters,  see 
Rates,  119. 

Electric  rates  for  picture  shows  and  opera  houses,  see  Rates,  120. 

THEORIES  OF  VALUATION. 

Necessity  of  examination  of,  in  fixing  rates  for  utility  receiving  in- 
adequate return,  see  Valuation,  2. 

THERMAL  UNIT. 

As  standard  for  gas,  see  Servicb,  162. 

THROUGH  PASSENGERS. 

Lower  interurban  fare  for  passengers  changing  cars  than  fan 
charged  for  continuous  ride  as  discrimination,  see  Disgrim- 
INATION,  84. 

THROUGH  RATES. 

Consideration  of  division  of  through  rates,  in  rate  making,  see  Rs- 

TURN,  6. 
Joint  rate  for  coal,  see  Rates,  192,  193. 

THROUGH  TRAIN. 

Right  to  require  local  stop  on  electric  road  established  especially 
for  through  express  service,  see  Service,  169. 
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THUNDERSTORMS— TIME  SCHEDULE.  477 

Delaying  through  trains  ms  gnnnidft  M  denying  application  for 
station  on  urban  and  iirterurban  electric  road,  see  Sesvice, 
170. 

THUHBEB8TOBMS. 

Consumers  to  receive  credit  for  inadequate  serrioe  caused  by,  see 
SsBVioE,  243. 

TICKER  8ERVICS. 

Discrimination  in  furnishing  ticker  service  of  stock  quotations,  see 

DiSOBIMINATION,   142. 

Furnishing  stock  quotations  transmitted  fr<nn  anothier  state  as 
interstate  comiaerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  4. 

Stock  exchange  as  party  in  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  company 
to  stop  discrimination  in  ticker  service,  see  Partus,  12. 

Stock  quotation  service  by  telegraph  company  in  exercise  of  fran- 
chise as  ''public  service"  see  PuBUO  Utilitibb,  37. 

TICKET  BOOKS. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by  use  ol,  on  interurban  railways,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 86,  87. 

Burden  of  proof  of  reasonableness  of  proposed  discontinuance  of 
sale  of  school  tickets,  see  Evidencb,  13. 

Commission  power  to  fix  rates  for,  see  Rates,  27,  28. 

TICKETS. 

Relay  tickets  for  switching  toll  messages,  see  Intercorpqrate  Re- 
lations, 10. 

Collecting  excess  fare  on  train  from  passenger  without  ticket,  see 
Rates,  174-177. 

Price  of  school  tickets,  see  Rates,  212. 

Minimum  charge  for  railroad  passenger  tickets,  see  Rates,  176. 

TIES. 

Method  of  ascertaining  value  of  railroad  ties,  see  Valuation,  245 

TIME. 

For  filing  appeal  bond,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  1. 

Of  application  for  rehearing,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  11,  12. 

Validity  of  contract,  indefinite  as  to  time,  see  Contracts,  1. 

Effect  of  rate  order  not  prescribing  time  it  will  be  in  force,  see 
Rates,  5. 

For  filing  petition  for  rehearing  under  California  statute,  see  Re- 
hearing, 1. 

For  filing  claim  for  reparation,  see  Reparation,  37,  38. 

TIME  SCUEDUIiE. 

Lengthening  schedule  of  certain  trains  and  delaying  through  trains 
as  grounds  for  denying  application  for  new  station  on  urban 
and  interurban  electric  road,  see  Sebviob,  170. 
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478  TOLL  SERVICE— TOWN  SELECTMEN. 

Ihity  of  ftounboato  to  maiiitaiii  timo  a^edulM,  tea  Gmmm;  218, 
219. 

TOIX  8£BVI0E. 

Apportionment  of  telephone  ocpenset  between  iM  uA  leeal  servfoe, 

see  AinxmovuBNT,  42^-47. 
Basis  of  apportioning  telephcme  operating  expenses,  between  toll 

and  exchange  service,  see  Appobitoi7MKNT,  57. 
Apportionment  of  charges,  between  telephone  eompaniee,  see  Ap- 

poBnomcENT,  98. 
Discrimination  in  telephone  toll  charges,  see  Discumination,  109, 

110,  114,  121. 
For  messages  sent  through  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see 

iNTQtOQBPOBATE  RELATIONS,  0-11. 

Rates  for  telephone  toll  service,  see  Ratbb,  234-240. 
Not  to  be  given  over  party  line,  see  Sibviobib,  251. 
Telephone  toll  charge  as  service  regulation,  see  SiftviCB,  267. 

TON  MIUEL 

As  basis  for  apportioning  operating  expenses  of  an  intrastate  rail- 
road carrying  passengers  on  mixed  trains,  see  Appobtionmsnt, 
22. 

As  basis  for  division  of  joint  rates,  see  AppoBnoNiiBNT,  102. 

TOOLS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Detbboiation,  17,  86. 

TOBNADOE8. 

Allowance  as  protection  against  tornadoes,  see  Return,  109. 

TORT  CLAIMS. 

Unpaid  interest  on  notes  for  money  supplied  for  tort  claims,  as 
operating  charge,  see  Return,  56. 

TOWNS. 

See  also  Municipalities. 

1.  The  town  board,  and  not  the  town  coromiesioner  of  highways, 
constitutes  the  "mimicipal  authorities"  within  the  meaning  of  the  New 
York  statute  (Transportation  Corporations  Law,  §  61,  subdiv.  2)  which 
provides  that  electrical  companies  may  erect  poles,  lay  conduits,  main- 
tain wires,  etc.,  in  the  public  streets  and  places  of  the  town  with  the 
consent  of  the  "mimicipal  authorities"  thereof.  Niagara  &  E.  Power  Co. 
V.  Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  90  (S.  C.  171  App.  Div.  361, 
166  X.  Y.  Supp.  879). 

TOWH  SEIXCTMEV. 

As  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  railroad  tracks  under 
Vermont  statute,  see  PAienES,  9. 
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TOWHSHIP8. 

Liability  of  township  for  part  of  cost  of  aholighing  grade  croesixig 
in  city  under  Illinoia  statute,  see  Apfobxionmsnt,  88. 


TBAOKAGE  COHHEOTIONS. 

Review  of  findings  of  ConunissicHi  in  proceedings  for  compulsory 
trackage  connection  between  railroads,  see  Appeal  and  Rb- 
VIBW,  24. 

Order  requiring  interchange  track  connections  between  railroads  as 
denial  of  due  process,  see  Coi^stitutional  Law,  15. 

TBACK8. 

Right  of  abutting  owners  to  enjoin  construction  of  street  railway 
track,  see  Abitttino  Owthebs. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  street  railway  tracks  used  by  several 
lines,  see  Appobtionment,  34. 

Necessity  of  certificate  of  convenience  for  construction  of  spur 
track  by  interurban  railway  in  city,  see  Cekfipioate  of  Con- 
venience and  Necessity,  6. 

Power  of  Minnesota  Commission  to  permit  construction  of  tempo- 
rary switching  track  with  less  than  statutory  clearance,  see 
COMICISSIONS,  33. 

Order  requiring  interchange  track  connections  between  railroads 
as  denial  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  15. 

Refusal  to  rebuild  industrial  spur  tracks,  as  unlawful  discrimina- 
tion, see  DiSOHIMINATIOK,  135. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  rebuilding  of  industrial  spur  track 
used  in  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  12 

Town  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  tracks, 
see  Parties,  0. 

Collateral  attacks  upon  right  to  maintain  switch  track  constructed 
under  municipal  authority,  see  Procedure,  6. 

Increase  in  fare  on  belt  line  trains  not  allowed  without  showing  as 
to  earnings  of  other  trains  using  same  tracks,  see  Rates,  166. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  railroads  to  establish  joint  inter- 
change tracks,  see  Service,  35. 

Service  by  means  of  spur  or  side  track,  see  Sebvicb,  215-217. 

Necessity  of  showing  that  service  on  single  track  railway  will  be 
improved  before  requiring  construction  of  longer  passing  track, 
see  Service,  225. 

Relocation  of  street  railway  tracks  on  highway  to  provide  clearance 
for  safe  operation  and  highway  travel,  see  Stsekt  Railways, 
3. 

Consideration  of  payment  between  tracks  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valuation,  232. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  railway,  P.U.R.1916F,  p. 
386. 
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480  TRADE  OBNTBRS— TRANSFORMERS. 

TRADE  CENTEBS. 

Duty  of  telephone  ix>  make  noncompeiiBatory  extensions  to  localities 
having  no  means  of  communicating  with  trade  centers,  see 
Service,  78. 

TRAFFIC. 

Increased  demurrage  charge  to  relieve  temporary  traffic  congestion, 
see  Rates,  206. 

TRAIN  FARES. 

Collecting  excess  fare  from  passengers  boarding  trains  at  station 
agencies  without  tickets,  see  Rates,  174-177. 

TRAIN  ORDERS. 

Eflfect  of  California  statute  prohibiting  employees  from  receiving 
or  transmitting  train  orders  by  telephone  or  telegraph,  see 
Service,  42. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  transmission  of  train  orders  by 
telephone  or  telegraph,  P.UJ1.1916E,  p.  864. 

TRAINS. 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  order  regulating  train  service, 

see  Appeal  and  Review,  18. 
Interstate  operation  of,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  1-5,  6,  8,  10-12. 
Stopping  of  interstate  trains,  see  Service,  206. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  power  of  state  Commission  to  re- 
quire stopping  of  interstate  trains,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  168. 

TRANSFERS. 

Power,  under  anti-discrimination  statute,  to  prevent  discrimination 
against  part  of  city,  in  issuance  of  street  and  interurban  rail- 
way transfers,  permitted  by  contract  ordinance,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  39. 

Discrimination  by  interurban  railway  lit  giving  transfers,  see 
Discrimination,  85. 

Discrimination  by  street  railway  companies  against  localities,  see 
Discrimination,  106. 

Free  transfers  by  interurban  railway,  see  Rates,  169. 

Duty  to  street  railway  company  to  give,  see  Rates,  214. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  Commission  to  restrain  relocation  by  rail- 
road of  terminal  for  transfer  of  freight  from  boat  line,  see 
Service,  43. 

TRANSFORMERS. 

Apportionment  of  investment  in,  see  Apportionment,  10. 

Depreciation  of,  see  ItePRBoiATiON,  6. 

Supplying  transformers  to  some  consumers  and  not-  to  others  as 

discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  132. 
Duty  of  electric  utility  to  furnish,  see  SiocviaB,  134. 
Use  of  life  tables  in  determining  depreciation,  see  Valuation,  106. 
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TBAvncisaiON* 

Vftliditj  of  itatate  regulating  trAnsmissioii  iato  state  of  electricity 
for  sale  to  publio  while  not  legulatiiig  transmiMioa  by  mining 
oompaDy  for  own  tue,  see  Constitutional  Law,  23. 

TRAirSMISSION  UHE. 

See  also  Wibbs  and  Cables. 

Necessity  of  mining  company  owning  foreign  parts  of  transmission 
line  of  procnring  certificate  of  convenioice  for  distribution  of 
electricity,  see  Cebtifioats  or  Convsnisnob  and  NbceSsi^/  5. 

D^nreoiation  of,  see  Ddvbciation,  0. 

Certifteate  of  ooovenienoe  for  ocmstruction  ol,  see  Blboibioitt,  1, 
3,  6. 

Bight  to  grant  franchise  to  famish  electricity  from  transmission 
line  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Fbanchisis,  4. 

Beservation  of  right  to  revoke  fraa<^se  unless  line  is  built  within 
a  year,  see  ikANOHiSES,  14. 

Expediency  of  ownership  of  transmission  line  connecting  three  sys- 
tems by  new  company,  not  an  issue  in  application  for  approval 
of  security  issues  for  new  company,  see  Intebcobsoeatk  Rhla- 

TKINS,  2. 

"Municipal  authorities"  within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  re- 
quiring consent  of,  to  erect  electric  poles  and  wires  in  public 
streets,  see  Towns,  1. 

TRAKSPOBTATIOK. 

Apportionment  to  ascertain  cost  of,  see  App<»tionment,  14. 

ntANSFORTATIOK  CI.UB. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse*drawB  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Cabbibbs,  1. 

ntANSPOBTATION  OOBFORATION  ULW. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  neces- 
sary under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carry- 
ing for  hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Cabbiebs,  1.  • 

TRAN8FOBTATIOK  SYSTEM. 

Apportioning  value  of  transportation  system  of  natural  gas  com- 
pany in  two  states,  see  AFP<»TiDNiaENT,  13. 

TBEES. 

Low  residence  rates  for  water  to  preserve  lawns  and  trees  as  unlaw- 
ful discrimination,  see  Disgbucination,  124. 

TBIAI- 

See  also  Actual  Tbial. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  qiiestioB  of  prooedure  on  trial. 
Appendix,  P.UJ1.1916F,  p.  1101. 
P.UJl.1916  Dig.— 31. 
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482  TRIAL  BY  JURY— UNIFORM  RATES. 

1.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  present  value  of  a  plant,  there  is  no 
error  in  refusing  to  strike  out  doubtful  testimony  as  to  expenditures  for 
betterments,  where  it  is  admitted,  temporarily,  and  the  request  to 
strike  out  is  not  renewed.  Hanorer  t.  Haaofw  Sewer  Go.  P.U.R.1916C, 
122  (S.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  96  AtL  132). 

TRIAI.  BT  J1FBT. 

See  JuBT  TiLiL. 

TRUST. 

Validity  of  voting  trust  In  reorganisation,  see  Rbc»oarization,  3. 
Validation  of  voting  trust  reorganization  by  change  in  personnel 
of  trustees,  see  Rbobganization,  4. 

TRUST  CERTU-iOATES. 

Issued  by  railroad  for  stock  of  another  railroad  as  capital  obliga- 
tion in  reorganization  under  Missouri  statute,  see  Valuation, 
234. 

TRUSTEESw 

Officers  and  directors  of  company  as  trustees,  see  Disckmination, 
43. 

TURBIDITY. 

As  indicating  unfitness  of  water  for  domestic  use,-  see  Sebvicb,  280. 

TURNOUT. 

Con8tructi(m  of,  for  street  railways,  see  Stbeet  Railways,  1,  2. 

TURNPIKE. 

Service  by  turnpike  ccMupany,  see  Sebvice,  270. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  service  by  turnpike  company,  Appbit- 
Dix,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  X087. 

UNCOIXECTABLE  ACCOUNTS. 

Allowance  for,  in  return,  see  Return,  110-113. 

UNCOBfPLETED  PLANT. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  233. 

UNDERGROUND  CONDUITS. 

See  generally  Wibes  and  Cables. 

Depreciation  of  underground  conduits,  see  Depbeciaxion,  85. 

UNDERGROUND  RAILWAYS. 

See  Street  Railways. 

UNIFORM  RATES. 

Hi^er  rates  of  profit  on  different  classes  of  telephone  service,  see 
Rates,  68. 
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Of  intrastate  and  interstate  express  rates,  see  IUtss  145,  146. 
Increase  in.  rates  not  permitted  mer^  to  establish  uniiormity, 

see  Ratbs,  163. 
Of  scale  of  commodity  rates  for  state,  see  Bates,  186. 
Policy  of  Wisconsin  Commission  as  to  fixing  nnifom  fflfcM  for 

telephone  serrice,  see  Batss,  216. 

UNIFORM  8TSTEM  OF  AOOOUNTINOii 

See  Accouimwo. 

maOK  STATION. 

Al)etraet  of  cases  dealiqg  with  the  eonstruotion  and  maintenance 
of  nmion  stations,  P.U.B.1916E,  p.  824. 

UNIT. 

Street  railway  system  serving  many  communities  not  treated  as 
unit  in  rate  making,  see  Rbtdbn,  125« 

UNIT  COSTS. 

See  also  Unit  Pbicbs. 

Consideration  of  two  telephone  exchanges  as  unit  in  fixing  switch- 
ing rate,  see  Ratbs,  242. 

UNITED  STATES  SUPREME  OOUBT. 

Binding  effect  of  decisions  of  Supreme  Court  of  United  States  upon 
Commission  in  a  rate  proceedings  see  Cokkissions,  3. 

UNIT  PRICES* 

Apportionmsnt  to  determine  the  unit  cost  of  a  telephone  servioe^ 

see  Afportionicent^  36. 
Determination  of,  see  Valuaixon,  93-96. 

UNLOADING. 

See  Loading  and  Uifix>AiHNCU 

UNSECURED  CREDITORS. 

Protection  of  unsecured  creditors  in  reoi^aitt'ttiion,  see  BsoBGAia- 
ZATION,  1.      . 

UNUSED  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of ,  see  Valuation,  248^03. 

USE. 

Combination  of  electrical  consumption  hy  landlord  and  tenant  to 
secure  reduced  rates  for  increased  use,  see  Ratbs,  38. 

Increased  or  decreased  use  as- factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates, 
.     77-^. 

Use  rather  than  location  of  telephone  aS  determining  classification 
as  residential  or  bnsiness,  see  Ratb0,  224. 

Of  telephones  as  affecting  rate,  see  Ratbs,  230.      ' 
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Of  property  as  affecting  its  value,  nee  Valuation,  248-293. 
Value  of  land  not  baaed  on  use  for  residential  purposes,  see  Valua- 
tion, 324. 

UTIUTIBS. 

See  Public  Utilities. 

VACANT  RESIDENCE 

Kot  included  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valuatioit,  250. 

VACATION. 

Who  may  maintain  suit  against  Commission  to  vacate  order  ap- 
proving sale  of  leased  tdephone  line,  see  Pabtibs,  8. 

VAIiUATION. 

I.  In  general,  1—6, 
n,  DefiniUonSf  7-13. 

in.  Jurisdictionf  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  14^17, 
IV,  Methods  and  measures  of  ascertaining  value  or  cost,  18-^ 
113. 
a.  Ascertainment  of  value,  IS— 76. 

1.  In  general,  18—23. 

2.  Value  as  an  entirety,  24—26, 

3.  General  factors  considered,  27—35, 

4.  Original  cost  as  measure,  36—44. 

5.  Reproduction  cost  as  measure,  45. 

6.  Reproduction  cost  less  depreciation,  4^'56. 

7.  Capitalization  of  earnings,  67—60. 

8.  Value  of  securities,  61—63, 

9.  Sale  price,  64,  65. 

10.  Taxation  value,  66—68. 

11.  Boole  cost  or  value,  69—76. 

h.  Ascertainment  of  original  cost,  77—87. 

c.  Ascertainment  of  reproduction  cost,  88—113. 

1.  In  general,  88—91. 

2.  Determination  of  unit  costs,  92—96. 

3.  Original  cost  as  measure,  97. 

4.  Consideration  of  accrued  depreciation,  98—113. 

(a)  In  general,  98—107, 

(b)  Effect  of  high  degree  of  effieiency,  lOS—' 

113. 
V.  External  factors  to  he  considered,  114—122. 
a.  In  general,  114* 
&.  Purpose  of  valuation,  115—120. 
c.  Comparison  with  other  plants,  121,  122, 
VI.  Nonphysical  elements  affecting  value  or  cost,  128—223. 

a.  Bond  discount  and  hr&kerage,  128-125. 

b.  Overhead  expenses,  126-^09, 

1.  In  general,  126-189, 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


VALUATION.  486 

VI.  \>-~€ontvnued, 

2.  Legal  expenses,  140^X49* 

S.  Engineering  and  attpervision,  143-149* 

4,  Organization,  160^XS6. 

5.  Imtereai  dmring  eonairuoiion,  ine-ies. 
e.  Taxes  dmrin^  ooneirucUonr  167. 

7.  Personal  injuries  Omring  construction,   16S. 

5.  Insurance  during  construction,  109. 
9.  ConHngenoies,  179^178. 

10.  Contractors^  profUs,  174^176. 

11.  JPromotion  eoopenses,  177^180. 

12.  Cost  of  fkumcin^,  191^188. 

13.  Cost  of  Imying  and  holding  land,  184. 

14.  AUotvanoes  for  groups  of  expenses,  185^209. 
e.  Paving  over  mains,  210^222. 

d.  Adaptation  and  solidification,  223. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  items  chargeahle  to  capital,  224^242. 
a.  In  general,  224^285, 
h.  Betterments  after  original  valuation,  286,  287. 

c.  Proposed  betterments,  288'~242. 

VIII.  Valuation  of  partiouldr  Idnds  of  tangible  property,  248- 
882. 

a.  In  general,  248-247. 

b.  Property  not  used  or  useful,  248—298. 

1.  In  general,  248—256. 

2.  Investment  in  advance  of  present  needs,  257- 

264. 
8.  Property  used  only  occasionally,  265-268, 
4.  Discarded  or  abandoned  property,  269—274. 

6.  Duplications  by  consolidation  of  systems,  275- 

279. 

6.  Property  used  only  for  revenue,  280— 281a, 

7.  Property  used  to  aUract  business,  282,  283, 

8.  Property  only  partially  used,  284—289. 

9.  Property   not   used    but   necessarily   acquired, 

290. 
10,  Property  used  but  not  necessary,  291—293. 

e.  Property  not  oumed  by  utility,  294-301. 

1.  In  general,  294,  295. 

2,  Leased  property,  296—301. 

d.  Effect  of  mode  of  acquiring  property,  802—317. 

1.  Donated  property  generally,  302-^06, 

2,  Service    connections    paid    for    by    consumers, 

807-309. 
8.  Property  paid  for  out  of  surpltis  earnings,  310— 

814. 
4.  Property   paid   for   out   of   depreciation   fund, 

815-317, 

e.  Stock  in  other  company,  818. 

f.  Buildings,  819-821. 
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Vni.-'iHmimued. 

g.  Lands,  aSZ-^aSB. 

1.  In  general,  829^^324. 

2.  Opinion  evidence,  829'^27. 

a.  Market  vaMie  of  eenUgu»%Ae  land,  828-^81. 
4.  Appreeia$ien,  882,  888* 
h.  Naiural  gam  trell,  88^. 
i.  Percolating  waters,  88S^ 
j.  Springs,  888,  887, 
Te,  WorMng  capital,  888^^82. 
l,.In  general,  aa^-d41. 
2.  Burpese^  of  aUeuHmee^  8£»^40^ 
a.  Jtewu$  imAuded;  e^wf'i^s  and  materials,  847^ 

868. 
4.  Amounts  allowed,  864^-382. 
{a)  In  general,  354-^50. 
(h)  Percentage  allotoances,  357— a0O« 
(c)   Specific  aUoioances,  361-^82. 
IX.  Valuation  of  particular  Hinds  of  intangible  property,  383-^ 
493. 
a.  In  general,  3S3,  384. 
h.  Going  value,  38&-^45. 

1.  Allowance  of,  386^'40O> 

(a)  In  general,  38S'^89, 
(h)   Where  utili^  is  operated  by  receiver, 
390f  391. 

(c)  Plant  considered  as  going  concern,  392^ 

897. 

(d)  Spedfio  alle%canees,  898'''4O0. 

2.  Mow  determined,  401^-446. 

(a)  In  general,  401^406. 
(h)  Early  losses,  407-^31. 

fl)  In  general,  407^^20. 

(2)   Where  losses  have  been  met  out 
of  earnings,  421-^31. 
(o)  Cost  of  development,  432—439. 

(d)  Theoretical     or     reproduction     cost     of 

building  up  Imsiness,  440—444. 

(e)  Period  of  development,  446. 
e.  Good  Ufill,  446,  447. 

d.  Possession  of  monopoly,  448, 

e.  Franchises,  449—457. 

1.  In  general,  449—461. 

2.  Cost  of  obtaining,  462-467. 

f.  Rights  of  way,  easements,  etc.,  468—463. 

g.  Water  rights,  464—490. 

1.  In  general,  464—471. 

2.  Saving  over  steam,  472^^79, 

3.  Rights  obtained  uHthout  cost,  488,  48U 
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IX.  g~~e<mtvnued. 

4.  Under  Wi9ecn9ht  sUOute,  4^;9— M^. 

5.  Water  UOcen  from  %aeUa,  4S9,  490» 
h.  Optiona,  491-^98. 


I,  Jn  generoL 

Xeceesity  of  findings  of  fact  and  rulings  of  law  to  support  Taluation, 
see  Appeal  and  Revisw,  14. 

No  presumption  as  to  honesty  and  prudence  in  investing  capital  upon 
which  utili<7  seeks  a  return,  see  Evidbnge,  12. 

Weight  to  he  given  to  conflicting  estimates  of  engineers  in  a  valuation 
proceeding,  see  Evidenoe,  29. 

Consideration  of  fair  value  of  property  in  passing  upon  street  railway 
reorganization  plan,  see  Reobqanization,  6. 

Right  of  utility  operating  several  departments  to  have  different  proper- 
ties valued  as  one  property  for  rate  making,  see  Return,  126. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  questions  of,  generally,  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1102. 

1.  Rates  may  he  investigated  wiHiout  a  physical  valuation  of  a 
plant  operated  without  profit,  since  the  only  object  of  a  valuation  is  to 
determine  whether  profits  are  excessive.  Philipsburg  v.  Montana  Pow- 
er Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.191(JB,  377. 

2.  The  examination  of  valuation  theories  respecting  reproduction 
values,  deficiency  of  return,  going  value,  etc.,  is  unnecessary,  in  fix- 
ing an  increase  in  rates  for  electric  light  and  power,  where  the  utility 
is  not  earning  a  fair  return  even  upon  the  investment  in  the  bare  physi- 
cal property.  Re  Lockport  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  T.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916A,   183. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  Public  Service  Commission  is  an  expert  body, 
having  before  it  the  full  history  of  a  utility,  does  not  relieve  the  com- 
pany from  the  burden  of  producing  evidence  in  substantiation  of  a 
claim  for  an  allowance  for  intangible  values  in  a  rate  case.  Bay  State 
Rate  Case   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.UJ1.1916F,  221. 

4.  In  a  public  utility  valuation  the  properties  of  the  company 
should  be  classified  as  between  utility  and  nonutility  uses,  and  utility 
operating  property  should  be  further  subdivided  as  between  (1)  the 
different  classes  of  public  utility  services  performed  by  the  company, 
and  (2)  by  localities  in  which  such  services  are  performed,  as  far  as 
subdivision  by  localities  or  districts  is  feasible.  Re  Portland  R.  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

6.  In  a  public-utility  rate  investigation  the  Oregon  Commission 
will  ascertain  and  state  with  respect  to  the  property  of  the  respondent 
(1)  the  original  cost  of  construction;  (2)  the  amount  expended  in 
permanent  improvements;  (3)  the  amount  and  market  value  of  its 
bonds  and  stock;  (4)  the  present  as  compared  with  the  original  cost 
of  construction;  and  will  incidentally  discuss  (6)  the  probable  earning 
capacity  of  the  property  under  particular  rates  prescribed,  or  at  least 
under  the  rates  previously  and  at  the  time  of  the  investigation  charged 
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by  the  respondent;  and   (6)   the  sum  required  to  meet  operating  ex- 
penses.   Re  Portland  R.  light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

6.  The  increased  cost  of  immediate  constrnotion  of  an  electric 
transmission  line  daring  the  winter  months  rather  than  the  cost  under 
average  normal  conditions  should  be  allowed  in  a  security  issue  valua- 
tion where  it  appears  that  the  utility  exercised  reasonable  business  judg- 
ment in  expending  more  money  for  immediate  construction  to  secure 
immediate  earnings  and  to  be  the  first  to  deliver  current  into  a  field 
where  there  was  threatoicd  competition.  Re  Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916B,  664. 

II,  Definitional 

Definitions  of  "original  cost,"  "reproduction  cost"  and  **reproduc- 
tion  cost  less  depreciation,"  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  640. 

7.  The  "fair  value"  of  property  as  used  in  rate  making  should  be 
the  reasonable  and  necessary  detriment  a  utility  suffers  in  preparation 
for  and  in  the  service  of  its  patrons,  without  any  consideration  of  value 
created  by  the  public.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  & 
«'eleg.  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916D,  947. 

8.  Original  cost  of  a  railroad,  in  a  valuation  for  general  purposes, 
is  the  original  book  cost, — the  expenditures  chargeable  to  capital  account 
in  accordance  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission's  classificaticm 
for  steam  roads,  in  cash  or  its  equivalent  in  terms  of  cash,  by  the  utility 
for  its  operative  property  in  the  state,  as  of  the  date  of  the  valuation. 
Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.   (CaL)  P.U.R.1916B,  846. 

9.  Reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad,  in  a  valuation  for  general  pur- 
poses, is  the  estimated  cost  in  cash  of  reproducing  in  the  condition,  new 
or  secondhand,  in  which  it  was  acquired,  the  physical  property  of  the 
utility  in  the  state,  as  of  the  date  of  the  valuation;  plus  the  value  of 
all  operative  lands,  based  on  the  market  value  of  adjacent  and  similar 
lands,  the  actual  or  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  franchises,  and  the  esti- 
mated cost  of  overhead  expenditures  for  engineering,  law,  interest,  and 
other  similar  items.    Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.19ieB,  846. 

10.  Reproduction  cost  as  defined  by  the  Oregon  Commission  means 
the  amount  of  cash  or  its  equivalent  necessary  to  acquire  the  real  estate 
of  a  public  utility,  not,  however,  exceeding  the  fair  value  of  similar 
near-by  real  estate;  and  of  reproducing  the  other  physical  property  of 
the  company  in  the  condition  in  wliich  such  physical  property  was.  when 
first  put  into  public  service,  as  of  the  date  of  the  valuation,  to  which 
structural  costs  certain  estimated  sums  should  be  added  for  overhead 
expenditures  not  inhering  in  the  prices  assigned  for  the  physical  prop- 
erties, such  as  general  engineering,  law  expenses,  interest  during  con- 
struction, and  the  like.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  976. 

11.  Reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad  less  depreciation,  in  a  valuation 
for  general  purposes,  is  the  reproduction  cost  less  the  diminution  in  th« 
value  of  the  physical  elements  of  the  property,  due  to  use,  age,  obso« 
lescence,  inadequacy,  or  other  causes,  plus  the  increase  in  value  of  phyai* 
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cal  dements  due  to  age  or  otiier  cftuMs.    Re  Central  P.  B.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

12.  Salvage  value  is  the  vrorth  of  property  that  is  no  longer  serv- 
iceable as  part  of  a  plant  but  which  has  a  usable  value  in  excess  of 
scrap  value.  Peck  t/  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  445. 

13.  Scrap  value  of  property  is  the  market  value  of  junk  over  and 
above  the  cost  of  removal  and  transportation  to  the  market,  or  what  a 
purchaser  will  pay  for  the  property  on  its  disintegrated  condition.  Peck 
V.  Indianiqx>lis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  445. 

in.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission. 

{Duty  of  Indiana  Commission  upon  authorising  sale  of  public  utility  to 
value  stoek  of  selling  company,  see  Coitsolidatioit,  Mkboeb,  Ain> 
Sale,  14. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commiseicm  to  determine  fair  value  in  reor- 
ganisation, see  RaoBQANizATioN,  5. 

14.  Hie  Indiana  Commission  is  not  required  to  make  a  physical 
valuation  of  properties  for  security  issue  purposes,  by  the  general  pro- 
vision of  the  Public  Service  Law  that  'it  shall  value  all  the  property  of 
every  public  utility.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  762. 

15.  The  Washington  Public  Service  Ck»nmissi<«  Law  (Acts  1911, 
chap.  117,  §  92),  in  requiring  the  Commission  to  find  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction, the  market  values,  and  other  values  of  utility  property,  does 
not  preclude  the  fixing  of  a  different  value  as  a  rate  base.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  t.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
947. 

16.  Section  6924  of  Lord's  Oregon  Laws,  relating  to  the  valuation  of 
railways,  does  not  directly  empower  the  Commission  to  make  a  final 
and  ultimate  finding  of  value,  but  contemplates  that  testimony  shall  be 
perpetuated  for  all  relevant  purposes,  and  as  to  each  of  the  elements  of 
value;  and,  consequently,  the  Commission,  in  proceedings  under  this  sec- 
tion, does  not  attempt  to  state  any  precise  sum  as  being  the  value  ot 
the  property  under  examination,  but  limits  its  findings  to  a  statement 
of  the  facts  found  with  respect  to  the  particular  elements  of  value, 
without  combining  them  into  a  single  figure.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

17.  Sections  9  and  10  of  chapter  279  of  the  Laws  of  Oregon,  1911, 
relating  to  the  valuation  of  public  utility  properties,  does  not  require 
the  Commission  to  make  a  finding  of  an  ultimate  or  composite  figure 
as  the  value  on  the  property  of  the  utility;  and  consequently,  the  Com- 
mission, in  the  valuation  of  such  property,  will  confine  its  preliminary 
findings  to  the  proper  elements  of  value,  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
various  facta  found,  in  passing  upon  rates  or  other  questions,  being 
determined  when  such  questions  are  finally  presented.  Re  Portland  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 
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IF.  Methods  ana  meaaitrem  of  ascerUiinimo  valve  or.  eoat, 
a.  Aseertainmen^  of  value* 

1.  In  general. 

18.  In  a  gas-system  rate  yaluation,  more  weight  should  be  given 
estimates  on  plant  equipment  by  experts  having  knowledge  and  expe- 
rience in  purchasing  and  installation  than  to  those  of  one  having  a  more 
general  experience  in  the  gas  business.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  & 
E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R,1916C,  281. 

19.  A  utility  engineer's  appraisal,  made  from  an  actual  inventory 
of  every  discoverable  item,  a  scale  of  reasonable  unit  prices,  and  in 
many  instances  the  actual  oost  of  recently  constructed  property,  Bhouid 
be  given  weight  in  a  sale  valuaticm.  Re  Derry  Electric  Co*  (N.  H.) 
P.UJ1.1916D,  683. 

20.  An  appraisal  ol  the  quantity  of  gas  mains  by  the  Commission's 
engineer,  made  upon  full  information  and  by  tape-line  measurements, 
and  with  the  company's  superintendent  of  construction,  who  was  not 
called  to  question  the  correctness  of  the  calculations,  was  adopted  in 
a  rate  valuation  of  a  gas  plant.  Commercial  Club  ▼.  Citizens'  Gas  & 
Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1.' 

21.  The  complainant's  appraisal  of  a  telephone  plant,  lower  than  one 
by  the  utility's  engineer,  may  be  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  rates  are  not  excessive,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
request  for  a  rate  increase  and  tiuit  an  increase  would  probably  result 
in  decreased  revenues.  Cceur  D^Alene  v.  Interstate  Utilities  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.Ra916C,  438. 

22.  In  a  valuation  of  utility  prop«ties  for  security  issue  purposes, 
the  actual  cost  not  being  ascertainable,  consideration  was  given  to  an 
estimate  made  from  an  inventory  furnished  by  the  companies,  te  calcu- 
lations made  from  approved  unit  costs,  to  the  actual  investment  as  it 
could  best  be  obtained,  to  the  earning  power,  and  to  the  fact  that  in- 
telligent business  men  were  willing  to  pay  the  price  offered  for  the 
properties.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
752. 

23.  The  amount  of  stock  paid  for  in  cash,  together  with  the  out- 
standing indebtedness,  unpaid  dividends,  and  the  value  of  services 
donated  by  stockholders,  was  taken  as  the  basis  upon  which  to  com- 
pute telephone  rates,  it  being  difficult  to  determine  tlie  actual  in- 
vestment. Re  Sedar  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
467. 

2,  Value  as  an  entirety, 

24.  A  railroad  rate  valuation  should  be  based  on  the  system  as  an 
entirety,  and  not  by  the  sum  of  separate  items  of  value,  although  such 
items  should  be  considered.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

26.  The  property  of  a  gas  company  was  considered  as  a  whoU  in 
valuing  it  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  an  issue  of  secnrities  in  pay- 
ment therefor,  where  the  value  of  any  of  the  different  classes  of  prop- 
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erty  could  not  be  adcerttiiwd  from  the  book  duurges*    Re  Brokoi  Bow 
Gas  Co.  <Keb.)  P.L\R.19ieA,  936. 

26.  The  lair  reltteol  a  gas  Bjvbem  lor  rate  makhig  oaanot  be  found 
by  formula,  or  by  fixing  a  yalue  for  each  part,  or  by  segregating  the 
Yarious  elemeats  €i  value,  but  dionld  be  fixed  as  an  entirety. by  con- 
sidering all  the  eridenoe,  the  cost  to  reproduce,  the  origiaal  cost,  tiie 
present  value,  the  overhead  charges,  including  pr^iminary  costs,  engi- 
neering, 8Upervisi<m,  interest,  insurance^  organization,  and  legal  ex- 
penses during  construction,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  plant  is 
in  sucoesslul  operation  and  is  a  going  concern,  amd  adding  amounts  for 
working  capital  and  materials  and  supplies.  Springfield  v.  Springfield 
Gas  &  £.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

d.  Getieral  factors  considered* 

27.  Tn  determining  the  present  value  of  property  for  rate  making, 
consideration  was  given  to  the  original  cost,  the  cost  of  reproduction 
less  depreciation,  the  assessed  value,  and  the  value  of  outstanding  stocks 
and  bonds.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  k  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
lf)l(JB,  445. 

28.  In  fixing  the  value  of  property  for  rate  making,  consideration 
may  be  given  to  the  original  cost,  the  cost  of  reproduction  new,  the 
amount  and  market  value  of  securities,  and  the  earning  value.  Re  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

29.  In  a  street  railway  rate  valuation,  consideration  was  given  to 
the  plant  and  equipment  account,  the  par  value  and  the  taxable  value 
of  stock  and  bonds,  the  cost  to  reproduce  new  and  the  original  invest- 
ment, as  having  varying  evidentiary  weight.  Re  Hewitt  (Conn.)  P.U.R. 
191 6D,  764. 

30.  In  fixing  the  value  of  property  for  rate  making,  consideration 
may  be  given  to  the  original  costs,  the  cost  of  reproduction  new,  the 
amount  and  market  value  of  securities,  and  the  earning  value,  the 
relative  weight  to  be  given  each  factor  depending  upon  the  facts  of 
the  particular  case,  and  other  factors  not  being  necessarily  excluded.  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.    (Md.)    P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

31.  In  determining  the  fair  value  of  property  for  rate  making,  con- 
sideration was  given  to  the  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation,  the 
original  cost  plus  additions  and  betterments,  the  value  of  the  stocks 
and  bonds,  the  earnings,  and  the  history  of  the  plant,  including  its  suc- 
cesses and  failures,  its  profits  and  losses,  and  whether  it  has  a  monopoly 
or  has  competition.  Peek  t.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

32.  The  Illinois  Commission  in  ascertaining  the  fair  value  of  the 
property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate  making  considered  the  cost  to  repro- 
duce, tiie  original  oosts,  the  investment,  the  present  value,  including 
preliminary  costs,  engineering,  and  supervision,  interest,  insurance, 
organization,  legal  expenses  during  construction,  contingencies,  working 
capital,  and  the  fact  that  the  plant  was  a  going  concern  in  successful 
operatioQ.  Belleville  v.  St  Clair  County  Oas  &  E.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R. 
I916B,  24. 

33.  In  a  rate  valuation  of  a  gas  plant,  consideration  may  be  given 
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to  ike  reproductioB  cost,  aetual  cost,  present  value  as  determined  bj 
approved  methods  of  ascertaining  depreciation,  taxable  value,  amount 
and  value  of  outstanding  stocks  and  bonds,  earning  capacity,  growth, 
monopoly  of  the  business,  size  of  the  city  and  the  prospective  growth 
thereof,  eccmomioal  arrangement  of  the  plant  and  location  in  the  city, 
and  other  matters  affecting  fiscal  conditions.  Commercial  Chib  v.  Citi- 
zens' Gas  k  Fuel  Go.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1. 

84.  The  factors  of  original  cost  to  date,  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation,  sale  value  of  the  plant  under 
normal  conditions,  market  value  of  stocks  and  bonds  of  the  corporation 
owning  the  plant,  earning  capacity  of  the  property,  and  the  return  made 
by  the  company  for  purpose  of  taxation,  should  all  be  considered  on  the 
question  of  fair  value,  although  no  one  of  them  is  conclusive.  Re 
Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.W16D,  726. 

35.  In  determining  the  fair  value  of  the  property  in  a  railroad  re- 
organization case,  under  §  62  of  the  Missouri  statute,  the  Commission 
takes  into  consideration  original  cost,  duplication  cost,  present  condi- 
tion of  the  property,  earning  power  at  reasonable  rates,  all  other 
relevant  matters,  any  additional  sum  or  sums  as  shall  be  actually  paid 
in  cash,  and  may  make  due  allowance  for  discount  on  bonds.  Re  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

4.  Original  cost  aa  measure. 

Consideration  of  original  cost  in  fixing  value,  see  supra,  28-36. 
Ascertainmoit  of  original  cost,  see  infra,  77-87. 

36.  The  "actual  performance''  of  a  telephone  company,  based  upon 
its  records,  was  taken  by  the  Washington  Commission  as  the  value  for 
rate  making.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  947. 

37.  The  actual  cost  of  a  gas  plant,  while  not  necessarily  controlling, 
should  be  given  great  consideration  in  a  rate  valuation.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

38.  The  original  cost  of  the  properties  of  a  utility  rather  than  the 
estimates  of  engineers  is  the  test  of  the  value  for  rate  ■"'^^'"g  provided 
the  expenditures  have  been  honestly  and  prudently  made.  Re  Cripple 
Creek  Water  Co.    (Colo.)    P.UJ1.1916C,  788. 

39.  Great  weight  should  be  given  in  a  rate  valuation  to  the  original 
cost  of  a  railroad  plus  additions  and  betterments,  when  accompanied 
with  evidence  as  to  the  original  value,  and  appreciation  and  deprecia- 
tion. Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Ma 
P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

40.  The  original  cost  of  the  present  property  of  a  utility,  when 
ascertainable  with  substantial  accuracy,  is  preferable  as  a  method  of 
fixing  value  in  rate  making  to  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  less  depre- 
ciation. Butler  V.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
26. 

41.  Capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested,  and  not  the  reproduc- 
tion cost,  must  be  taken  as  the  controlling  factor  in  fixing  the  basis 
for  computing  rates,  though  the  reproduction  cost,  either  with  or  with- 
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out  depreciation,  may  be  giTen  some  ooneideratkm.    Bay  State  Rate  Gate 
(Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)   P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

42.  The  coet  of  a  telephone  plant  new,  although  it  may  be  uied  for 
the  purpose  of  cost  analysis,  is  not  necessarily  the  fair  value  of  the 
property,  since  cost  is  only  one  of  the  elements  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  fixing  the  fair  value.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Oo. 
(Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  1020. 

43.  A  report  of  the  original  cost  to  date  of  a  street  railway  sys- 
tem, which  inclvdes  the  par  value  of  stocks  and  bonds,  instead  of  the 
cost  of  construction,  and  all  superseded  property,  stating  that  seG> 
ondary  information  had  to  be  relied,  upon,  is  too  unreliable  for  con* 
sideration  in  a  reorganization  valuation.  Re  Dunham,  P.UJtl916E, 
644  (S.  a  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  698). 

44.  The  original  cost  to  date  of  a  street  railway  system,  as  deter- 
mined by  a  competent  audit,  including  replacements  as  well  as  re- 
pairs, which  have  been  continuously  made  to  maintain  the  property  in 
good  operating  conditicm,  and  expenditures  for  permanent  improve- 
ments, will  be  given  great  weight  in  a  reorganization  valuation,  par- 
ticularly when  the  expoiditures  were  reasonably  required  and  made 
with  good  business  judgment,  and  the  appreciation  or  depreciation  in 
value  is  shown.  Re  Dunham,  P.UJL1916E,  644  (S.  G.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R. 
593). 

5.  BeproducHan  eoBt  am  nteasure. 

Consideration  of  reproduction  cost  in  valuation,  see  also  supra,  28-30, 

32,  33,  35. 
Ascertainment  of  reproduction  cost,  see  infra,  98-113. 

45.  The  reproduction  cost  new  cannot  be  taken  as  the  proper  and 
equitable  value  for  rate  making  on  the  theory  that  such  cost  is  the 
amount  which  would  necessarily  be  expended  by  a  utility  in  duplicat- 
ing its  plant,  and  that,  from  a  consumer's  point  of  view,  a  well  operated 
utility  is  delivering  100  per  cent  actual  service  and  is  hence  in  100  per 
cent  condition,  irrespective  of  actual  deterioration  of  the  physical 
plant.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
24. 

6.  Beproduction  coat  less  depreciation. 

Consideration  of  repiiodud^pncost  less  depreciation,  see  also  supra,  27, 
31,  34,  40,  41. 

Discussion  as  to  reproduction  cost  new  less  accrued  depreciation 
as  best  method  of  finding  present  value,  P.UJM916F,  p.  653. 

46.  Reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  is  an  important,  but  not  the 
sole,  test  of  the  fair  value  of  utility  properties.  Re  Colorado  Springs 
Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A, 
872. 

47.  The  cost  of  reproduction  new  should  not  be  made  the  basis  of 
a  gas-plant  rate  valuation,  although  it  will  be  given  some  wei^t^ 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Ckw  ^t  £.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 
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48..  The  coftt  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  is  not  necessarily  the 
value  for  rate  making,  but  it  is  an  important  item  to  be  considered  lo 
determining  the  reasonable  value.  C<Hnmercial  Club  t.  Terre  Baute 
Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.  U.  R.  1»1«B,  18©. 

49.  The  cost  of  reprodtietion  less  depreciation  is  not  a  determination 
of  the  value  of  utility,  property  in  rate  making,  but  is  merely  a  device  to 
aid  in  determining  the  fair  value.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat 
Co.   (Ind.)   P.L'.R.1916B,  445. 

50.  The  cost  of  reproduction  new  less  de^«ciati<m  of  utility  proper- 
ties is  not  the  measure  of  value  for  transfer  and  capitalisation  pur- 
poses, but  is  merely  an  evidenee  of  vahie.  Re  Ghrafton  Csonty  Electric 
light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

51.  A  reproduction  cost  estimate  cannot  be  used  in  a  telephone  rate 
valuation  where  hypothetical  conditions  of  extamordlnory  cost  due  to 
forced  construction  are  assumed  while  the  evidence  shows  normal  con- 
struction. Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co. 
(Wash.)  P,U-R.1916D,  947. 

52.  Great  weight  was  given  to  reproduction  cost  new  less  deprecia- 
tion in  a  railroad  rate  valuation,  on  the  ground  that  depreciation  due 
to  age,  wear,  and  tear,  and  the  effect  of  the  elements,  must  still  be 
considered,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  charging  of  certain  renewals, 
such  as  replacement  of  ties,  to  maintenance,  as  provided  by  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission's  system  of  uniform  accounting,  tended  .to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  the  investment.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

53.  The  theory  of  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  less  depreciation 
will  be  given  little  or  no  weight  as  evidence  of  value  in  a  transfer  and 
capitalization  valuation,  where  the  estimates  of  cost  are  based  on  con- 
jecture and  speculation,  as  in  estimating  the  cost  to  reproduce  the 
properties  and  business  of  hydroelectric  companies,  which  for  many 
years  have  furnished  light  and  power  to  the  communities.  Re  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

54.  The  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  electric  plants  can 
have  but  little  weight  in  deteri^ining  their  present  fair  value,  where 
in  making  an  allowance  for  going  value  it  is  assumed  that  it  will  take 
three  or  four  years  to  educate  consumers  to  appreciate  electricity  which 
they  have  been  using  for  a  great  number  of  years;  and  that,  contrary 
to  experience,  the  plants,  including  all  extensions,  service  lines,  and 
meter  connections,  were  entirely  constructed  at  one  time;  and  where 
the  investment  upon  which  the  stlpposed  early  losses  are  to  be  com- 
puted includes  the  going  value  itself.  Re  Grafton  County  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

55.  The  theory  of  cost  of  reproduction  new  less  depreciation  is  rea- 
sonably applied  in  a  transfer  and  capitalization  valuation,  where  the 
reproduction  cost  of  hydroelectric  properties  is  found  by  ascertain  ing» 
with  reasonable  certainty,  the  original  cost  of  the  actual  piecemeal 
construction,  and  comparing  the  prices  of  labor  and  material  at  that 
time  and  at  the  present  time,  with  due  allowance  for  depreciation ;  and 
discredits  an  estimate  of  cost  of  reproduction  based  upon  less  expensive 
hypothetical  continuous  construction,  where  the  cost  by  the  piecemeal 
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method  is  less  than  the  other.    Re  Orafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P. 
O).  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879.       . 

56.  The  theory  of  the  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  is  not 
reasonably  applied  by  determining  the  value  oi  every  possible  element 
entering  into  construction  cost  of  each  particular  item,  and  then  adding 
an  arbitrary  percentage  to  cover  contingeneiea.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis 
Light  L  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.S.1916B,  445. 

7.  CapUalkcatUm  of  earning: 

Determination  of  reasonableness  of  rates  for  consideration  in  security 
issue  valuation,  see  Rates,  41. 

57.  The  earning  value  of  property  may  be  considered  in  a  rate  valua- 
tion notwithstanding  that  earning  value  depends  upon  rates,  where 
exclusive  or  imdue  weight  is  not  given  such  factor.  Re  Chesapeake  k  P. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

58.  Annual  net  telephone  earnings  which,  when  capitalized  at  6 
per  cent,  equal  the  value  fixed  for  rate  making,  corroborate,  in  some 
degree,  the  correctness  of  the  fixed  vahie,  although  property  which  earns 
no  more  than  the  legal  rate  of  interest  from  rates  voluntarily  estab- 
lished has  no  earning  capacity  which  will  enhance  the  rate  valuation. 
Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

59.  The  earnings  of  a  utility  at  prima  facie  reasonable  rates  can- 
not be  considered  in  a  transfer,  capitalization,  and  rate-making  valua- 
tion, at  least  where  the  rates  are  not  prescribed  by  statute.  Re  Graf- 
ton County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

60.  The  rate  schedules  of  two  electric  companies  cannot  be  found  to 
be  prima  facie  reasonable,  for  consideration  in  a  transfer,  capitaliza- 
tion, and  rate-making  valuation,  where  thirty-three  of  the  seventy-five 
utilities  in  the  state  have  schedules  furnishing  rates  lower  at  some 
points  than  those  of  one  or  both  of  the  two  companies;  and  where  the 
disproportion  between  the  return  and  the  value  of  the  propertios  has 
caused  the  Commission  to  order  a  rate  investigation.  Re  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879, 

S.  Value  of  eecuriHee, 

Consideration  of  value  of  securities  in  ascertaining  value  or  cost,  see 
also  supra,  27-34. 

61.  Great  weight  was  given  in  a  rate  valuation  to  the  amount  of 
securities  which  were  issued  at  par  and  sold  for  cash  which  was  prop- 
erly 8|>eiit.    Re  Cbesapeake  A;  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

62.  Outstanding  securities  cannot  be  taken  as  the  measure  of  the 
cost  lor  rata  making  ¥iiere  a  large  part  of  such  securities  was  not 
issued  under  public  supervision.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub. 
Service  Com.)    P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

•8.  Blectric  light  and  power  stocks  that  will  yield  an  annual  net 
return  of  7  per  oent  on  their  par  value  will  be  valued  at  more  than 
par  in  oonaidering  the  value  of  securities  in  a  rate  valuation.  Peck  v. 
Indianapolis  Light  ft  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJL1916B,  446. 
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P.  Sale  price* 
6ee  also  supra,  34« 

64.  The  amoimt  paid  for  a  water  plant  at  a  foreclosure  sale  under 
an  agreement  with  the  bondholders  is  not  conclusive  or  binding  on  the 
Commission  as  to  the  Talue  of  tHe  property  for  rate-making  purposes. 
Eshelman  y.  Title  Guarantee  k  T.  Ck>.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.X916D,  488. 

65.  The  sale  price  of  an  irrigation  distribution  system,  although 
greatly  below  the  original  oost,  or  eost  of  reproduction,  or  cost  of  repro- 
duction less  depreciation,  may  be  taken  as  the  rate-making  Talue, 
where  it  appears  that  the  price  was  given  without  any  necessity  to 
buy  or  sell  on  a  resale  by  the  purchaser  at  a  receiver's  sale,  that  the 
capacity  of  the  iqrstem  is  greatly  in  excess  of  present  demand,  and  that 
the  system  has  never  been  profitable.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Consumers'  Ditch  Co.   (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  464. 

10.  Taxation  value. 

Consideration  of  taxation  value  in  determining  fair  present  value,  see 
also  supra,  27,  29,  33,  34. 

66.  Land  owned  by  a  gas  and  electric  utility  was  appraised  at  its 
assessed  value  for  purposes  of  taxation  in  valuing  the  property  for  se- 
curity issue  purposes.  Ke  Bronx  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  440. 

67.  Evidence  of  the  value  of  property  as  fixed  by  the  owner  for 
taxation  may  be  considered  in  a  valuation  for  rate  making,  but  is  not 
of  great  weight,  although  a  statute  provides  that  property  shall  be 
assessed  for  taxation  at  its  full  true  value.  Re  Northern  Indiana  Gas 
&  E.  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  752. 

68.  A  tax  valuation  should  not  be  accepted  as  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  value  of  utility  property  for  rate  making,  and  allowed  to  prevail 
against  more  positive  evidence,  corroborated  by  examination  of  Commis- 
sion engineers.  Board  of  Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  T.  2d 
Dist)  P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

11.  Boole  cost  or  value. 

69.  Great  weight  should  be  given  to  book  value  in  a  rate  valuation, 
rather  than  to  a  theoretical  reproduction  value,  where  the  books  have 
been  carefully  kept  and  show  all  the  capital  expenditures.  Edwards  v. 
Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 

70.  The  actual  investment  as  shown  by  competemt  examination  of  a 
utility's  books  is  substantial  evidence  of  the  inveStoieBt  in  useful  prop- 
erty to  be  considered  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates  Miaeouri  Southem 
R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916C,  007  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

71.  The  cost  of  an  electric  plant  as  shown  4n  the  utility's  balance 
sheet  was  accepted  by  the  Commission  in  a  rate  valuaiien,  whera  it 
compared  favorably  with  the  iavestmait  of  other  omnpanies  operating 
in  communities  of  about  the  same  siie.  Kauffman  v.  Hilkboro  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916E,  375. 
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72.  The  value  of  property  for  rate  making  may  be  ascertained  from 
the  utility's  books  and  from  vouchers  and  bills  covering  the  purchase 
of  material,  where  the  plant  has  been  constructed  during  the  two  years 
just  prior  to  vaUiation.    WoU  v.  Hullinger  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

73.  The  book  value  of  telephone  property  will  not  be  denied  con- 
sideration in  fixing  rates  merely  because  such  value  is  considerably  in 
excess  of  the  purchase  price;  it  appea,ring  that  the  property  was  pur- 
chased at  a  close  figure,  that  a  substantial  depreciation  reserve  has 
been  established,  and  that  additions  have  been  made.  Re  New  Cashton 
Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  123. 

74.  But  little  consideration  need  be  given  to  the  book  value  of  a 
public  utility  in  ascertaining  the  present  fair  value,  where  the  records 
are  incomplete  and  confused,  and  a  large  proportion  of  the  alleged  book 
value  consists  of  intangible  values  for  watered  stock  or  property  aban- 
doned, or  not  used,  or  useful  in  the  operation  of  the  utility.  Re  Colora- 
do Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing 
P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

75.  A  gas  company's  requisition  sheets  for  65  per  cent  of  its  mains 
may  be  taken  as  the  best  evidence  of  the  unit  costs  of  all  the  mains. 
Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

76.  Utility  book  entries,  vouchers,  bills,  pay  rolls,  and  canceled 
checks  showing  the  original  cost  of  building  a  street  railway  will  be 
presumed  to  be  accurate  and  bona  fide,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  evi- 
dence in  a  rate  case.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

h.  Ascertainment  of  oriffinal  cost. 

Original  cost  as  factor  in  determining  value,  see  supra,  28-44. 

77.  Net  earnings  of  a  railroad  during  the  construction  period  should 
be  credited  to  cost  in  finding  the  original  cost  for  general  purposes.  Re 
Central  P.  R.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U-R.19UB,  845. 

78.  In  ascertaining  the  original  cost  of  utility  property,  accrued 
depreciation,  or  appreciation  in  the  value  of  any  of  the  component  parts 
of  the  system  is  not  taken  into  consideration.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976.  * 

79.  No  sums  in  excess  of  the  actual  cost,  in  cash,  of  transportation 
of  men  and  material  for  constructing  a  railroad,  can  be  included  in.  find- 
ing the  original  cost  for  general  purposes.  Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

80.  In  finding  the  actual  cost  to  a  railroad  of  hauling  construction 
men  aad.material*  in  fixing  the  original  cost  for  general  purpose^,  an 
allowance  of  5  and  7  mills  per  ton  mile,  for  hauling  materials,  respec- 
tively, in  level  and  mountainous  territory,  and  of  1  cent  per  passenger 
mile  for  hauling  men,  was  held  adequate.  Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.UJL1916B,  845. 

81.  A  telephone  investment  was  fixed  for  rate  making  at  the  total 
of  an  accurate  book  value,  plus  a  deficit  during  construction  and  an  al- 
lowance for  deficiency  in  depreciation  reserve  due  to  insufficient  early 
return.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N..  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
940. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 32. 
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82.  In  findings  of  fact  as  to  the  original  cost  of  utility  property  the 
sources  from  which  the  money  was  obtained — whether  by  original  con- 
tribution, or  through  stocks  and  bonds,  or  through  corporate  surplus—' 
is  immaterial;  but  expenditures  taken  care  of  out  of  subsidies  or 
bonuses  or  property  donated  should  not  be  included.  Be  Portland  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

83-^85.  The  price  paid  for  farms  by  a  railroad  and  charged  to  "right 
of  way  and  station  grounds,"  but  not  credited  to  that  account  when  sold, 
should  be  deducted  in  fixing  the  book  cost  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

86.  In  its  findings  of  the  cost  of  operating  utility  property,  as  of  the 
time  it  was  in  service,  the  Oregon  Commission  excluded  all  the  expendi- 
tures which  seemed  to  be  abnormal  or  which  related  to  other  than 
physical  property,  such  as  increased  book  value,  recorded  in  transfers 
of  property,  the  cost  of  financing,  and  discounts  on  stocks  and  securi- 
ties; and  included  merely  such  sums  as,  under  its  accounting  system, 
would  stand  as  charges  against  the  fixed  plant  account.  Re  Portland 
R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

87.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  the  findings 
of  the  Oregon  Commission  as  to  original  cost  are  designed  to  show  the 
cost  of  the  original  property  as  put  into  the  public  service,  together 
with  subsequent  additions  or  retirements,  as  follows:  First,  the  cost 
»f  the  existing  units  of  the  public  utility  operating  property  to  those 
who  devoted  them  to  the  public  service;  and,  second,  the  amounts  paid 
in  cash  or  its  equivalent  by  the  present  investors,  for  the  entire  proper- 
ties of  the  utility,  both  operating  and  nonoperating.  Re  Portland  R 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

o.  Ascertainment  of  reproduction  eo9t. 

1.  In  general. 

Reproduction  cost  as  factor  in  ascertaining  value,  see  supra,  27-35,  46- 
56. 

• 

88.  The  base  of  the  reproduction  cost  of  transporting  men  and  ma- 
terial for  railroad  construction  is  the  market  price  f.  o.  b.  point  of  ori- 
gin plus  cost  of  transportation,  without  profit,  to  destination.  Re 
Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  846. 

89.  The  cost  of  reproduction  of  railroad  ballast  should  not  be  based 
on  piecemeal  construction,  since  reproduction  as  a  whole  should  only 
be  considered.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607 
(S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

90.  A  sewer  company's  indebtedness  for  development  work  cannot  be 
considered  in  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation 
for  municipal  acquisition.  Hanover  v.  Hanover  Sewer  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
122   (S.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  96  Atl.  132). 

91.  The  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  utility  property 
should  be  estimated  as  a  reasonably  prudent  and  careful  contractor 
would  make  an  estimate  with  the  view  of  reproduction  under  the  phyal- 
oal  conditions  existing  when  the  property  was  first  constructed  and 
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under  present  prieee  for  nuiterial  and  labor,  without  minutie  of  detail. 
Peck  V.  IndianapolU  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.I916B,  446. 

"».  Be$m¥ini$uiH0n  of  unU  tfoata. 

92..  Present  day  wages  cannot  be  used  in  fixing  the  cost  to  r^roduce 
property  that  was  built  by  cheap  convict  labor.  Monahan  v.  Pacific 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (C«l.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

93.  In  ascertaining  the  unit  price  for  material  in  a  valuation  pro- 
ceeding, the  average  price  for  a  reasonable  period,  and  not  the  prevail- 
ing price,  should  be  used.  Re  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &,  P.  Co. 
(N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

94.  The  question  whether  a  utility  has  paid  higher  unit  prices  than 
it  should  is  immaterial  on  the  issue  of  reasonableness  of  a  valuation 
based  upon  prices  which  appeared  reasonable  to  the  engineer,  r^ard- 
less  of  the  prices  actually  paid.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

95.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  the  physical  property 
of  a  public  utility,  the  Oregon  Commission  us^  normal  average  prices 
rather  than  momentary  prices  which  were  abnormally  hig^  and  low, 
and,  with  respect  to  •  additions,  applied  actual  construction  costs  as 
deduced  from  vouchers  which  were  assumed  to  represcQt  reproduction 
costs  as  well.    Re  Porthind  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

90.  An  entire  tentative  valuation  of  a  natural  gas  system  will  not 
be  set  aside  merely  because  the  Commissioner's  engineer,  in  arriving  at 
unit  price  for  pipe  and  other  material,  used  the  current  prices  rather 
than  the  prices  during  a  five-year  period,  since  the  laws  of  Ohio  do  not 
require  consideration  of  t^e  latter  prices,  and  even  if  they  were  used 
the  result  would  not  be  greatly  changed.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

3.  Original  co8t  as  measure. 

97.  The  original  cost  of  a  sewer  system  may  be  considered  in  fixing 
the  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  for  municipal  acquisition,  al- 
though such  element  is  not  controlling.  Hanover  y.  Hanover  Sewer  Co. 
P.U.R.1916C,  122  (8.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  96  Atl.  132). 

4.  Consideration  of  accrued  depreciation, 
(a)  In  general, 

98.  In  applying  the  reprodnetion  eost  theory  a#  a  test  of  the  fair 
value  of  utility  property,  due  consideration  must  be  given  to  accrued 
depreciation.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
19160,  464. 

99.  The  aecmed  depreciation  of  a  utility  must  be  deducted  from 
the  cost  of  reproduction  new  in  finding  the  rate-making  value.  Thayer 
V.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.K1916E,  972. 

100.  A  deduction  for  natural  depreciation  must  be  made  in  fixing 
the  present  value  of  a  natural  gas  system  lor  rate  making.  Landon  v. 
Lawrence  (Kaa.)  P.U.RJ916B,  331. 
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101.  Ib  a  rate  valuation  of  a  gas  utility  made  up  of  yarious  oonsoli- 
dations  and  mergers,  no  allowance  should  be  made  for  depredation  that 
accrued  before  the  company  acquired  the  property,  where  the  property 
was  taken  over  at  its  then  present  vidue.  Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey 
Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  163. 

102.  The  depreciated  value  of  a  telephone  system,  as  a  factor  to  be 
considered  in  rate  making,  was  fixed  by  deducting  the  accrued  depre- 
ciation from  the  cost  of  reproduction  new.  Re  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph. 
Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

103.  A  deduction  for  functional  depreciation  by  inadequacy  and 
obsolescence,  as  well  as  for  physical  deterioration,  must  be  made  from  the 
reproduction  cost  new  of  a  telephone  plant  in  fixing  the  value  for  rate 
making.    Re  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

104.  A  present  value  placed  upon  certain  telephone  substations  for 
rate  making,  although  higher  than  the  application  of  life  tables  would 
warrant,  was  held  fair,  where  it  .appeared  that  the  instruments  had  all 
been  rebuilt.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191GC, 
1020. 

105.  Evidence  that  a  sewer  disposal  plant  was  not  in  good  working 
order,  and  that  manhole  bottoms  needed  repairs,  is  admissible  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  fix,  for  municipal  acquisition,  the  reproduction  cost  less  de- 
preciation of  a  sewer  system,  since  such  conditions  show  depreciation. 
Hanover  v.  Hanover  Sewer  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  122  (S.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  96 
Atl.  132). 

106.  Depreciation  of  an  electrical  system  on  account  of  existing  me- 
chanical deterioration,  age,  obsolescence,  lack  of  utility,  or  other  causes, 
as  provided  by  §  499-9  of  the  General  Code,  as  ascertained  by  actual 
inspection  of  the  imit  when  practicable,  and  by  the  use  of  life  tables 
in  the  case  of  meters,  transformers,  and  underground  conduits  where 
inspection  is  impracticable,  is  properly  deducted  from  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction new  in  finding  the  present  value.  Re  Cincinnati  Gas  k  £.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  416. 

107.  The  present  service  value  of  direct  current  motor  equipment, 
for  which  a  utility  must  pay  upon  substituting  alternating  current 
service,  should  be  determined  by  multiplying  the  original  coat  of  the 
equipment  less  scrap  value  by  its  per  cent  condition,  ascertained  from 
inspection,  taking  into  consideration  its  useful  life  and  the  care  given 
in  service,  and  by  adding  the  scrap  value  to  the  Result.  Jackman  v. 
JanesviUe  Electric  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  400. 


(h)  Bffeot  of  high  degree  of  effUieney^ 

108.  Depreciation  cannot  be  disregarded  in  ascertaining  the  repro- 
duction cost  of  a  railroad  less  depreciation,  on  the  theory  that  in  fact 
no  depreciation  has  taken  place,  since  there  is  always  physical  depre- 
ciation, although  there  may  be  no  functional  depreciation.  Re  Centra] 
P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

109.  The  accrued  depreciation  of  property  must  be  deducted  from  the 
reproduction  cost  new  in  finding  the  present  value,  notwithstanding  thtt 
system  is  in  a  high  state  of  efficienoy  and  furnishes  tha  same  service 
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fts  if  each  unit  in  ik%  plant  wera  new.    Re  Cincinnati  Oaa  ft  E.  Co. 
(Ohio)   P.UJt.l916F,  416. 

110.  A  deduction  for  accrued  depreciation,  botli  physical  and  func- 
tional, must  be  made  from  tke  undepreciated  Talue  of  a  gas  plant  in 
fixing  the  Takift  for  rate  making,  even  though  the  utility  is  giving  100 
per  cent  senriae,  particularly  where  the  depredation  has  been  met  and 
paid  back  to  the  investors.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  £.  Co. 
(IlL)  P.UJU916C,  281. 

111.  No  account  was  taken  of  accrued  depreciation  in  an  electric  rate 
valuation,  where  the  property  was  substantially  new  and  any  small  de- 
preciation would  be  offset  in  requiring  the  utility  to  purchase  consum- 
er's meters.    WoU  y.  HuUinger  (Dl.)  P.U.R,1916D,  380. 

112.  No  deduction  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  accrued 
depreciation  of  a  telephone  plant  that  is  as  good  as  new  and  capable  of 
giving  100  per  cent  service,  although  three  and  one-half  years  have  been 
spent  of  a  depreciable  life  of  sixteen  years.  Cceur  IVAlene  t.  Interstate 
Utilities  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916C,  438. 

113.  No  deduction  was  made  for  actual  or  theoretical  depreciation  of 
a  street  railway  in  a  rate  valuation,  where  the  track  and  other  perma- 
nent property  was  maintained  in  excellent  condition,  and  where  there 
was  no  evidence  that  a  depreciation  reserve  for  car  equipment,  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  was  inadequate.  But- 
ler v.  Lewiston,  A.  ft  W.  Street  B.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1918D,  26. 

F.  External  factors  to  he  eoneidered. 

a.  In  general. 

114.  The  fact  that  a  municipality  has  the  power  to  build  a  competing 
system  cannot  be  considered  in  fixing  the  amount  it  must  pay  in 
taking  over  a  utility.    Re  Los  Angeles  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  598. 

5.  Purpose  of  valuation. 

Price  paid  to  affect  consolidation  not  binding  for  rate  making  purposes, 
see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb,  and  Sale,  25. 

115.  The  sale  price  approved  by  the  Commission  on  a  sale  of  prop- 
erty by  one  utility  to  another  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  worth  of 
the  property  in  determining  the  amount  of  securities  to  be  issued,  since 
the  same  basis  or  standard  of  value  should  be  used  in  both  proceedings. 
Re  Missouri  Gas  ft  E.  Service  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916D,  638. 

116.  A  municipality  should  pay  an  amount  at  least  equal  to  the  rate 
base  in  acquiring  a  well-maintained  and  operated  utility  which  is  earn- 
ing, on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  money,  a  return  on  an  amount  consider- 
ably in  excess  of  the  rate  base.  Re  Los  Angeles  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916F, 
693. 

117.  The  value  of  property  for  rate  making  cannot  be  controlled  by 
its  value  for  other  purposes.  Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  926. 

118.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  not  bound  in  a  rate  proceeding  by 
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th«  amount  of  capitalization  allowed  In  a  reoi^ni^Hon  proceeding. 
Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (3  Mo.  P.  8.  C.  R.  664). 

119.  In  using  a  condemnation  valuation  as  a  basis  for  fixing  rates, 
the  value  of  nonoperative  structures  and  of  lands  not  used  or  useful 
should  be  deducted;  and  the  cost  of  additions  and  bettereients,  made 
subsequent  to  the  original  findings,  added.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water 
&  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916P,  782. 

120.  Reasonable  and  just  expenses  for  counsel  and  reorganization 
managers  and  other  necessary  expenses  in  connection  with  a  reorganiza- 
tion of  a  railroad  should  be  paid,  but  extravagant  and  wasteful  ex- 
penditures in  connection  with  such  reorganization  should  not  be  ap- 
proved. Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (3  Mo.  P.  S.  C. 
R.  664). 

c.  Comparison  with  other  plants. 

121.  The  reasonableness  of  a  municipal  waterworks  investment  may 
be  tested  by  oompariaon  of  the  per  capita  cost  with  that  of  other  plants 
in  the  state.    Moran  v.  Portage  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  635. 

122.  In  estimating  the  value  of  an  eleetrio  plant  for  rate-making 
purposes  by  comparison  with  other  plants,  comparison  between  costs  to 
reproduce  per  kilowatt  of  peak  load  is  of  more  value  than  comparison 
between  cost  per  kilowatt  of  plant  capacity.  Re  Newtou  Gas  &  £.  Co. 
(N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  514. 

VI.  Nonphysical  elements  affecting  value  or  cost, 

a.  Bond  discount  and  brokerage, 

123.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  bond  and  stock  discounts  and 
brokerage  fees  in  a  telephone  rate  valuation.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

124.  Bond  discount  and  commissipns  cannot  bs  considered  as  a  part 
of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  street  railway  system,  in  addition  to  in- 
terest during  construction.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916£,  544  (S.  C.  3  Mo. 
P.  S.  C.  R.  693). 

125.  Upon  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad  under  §  62  of  the  Missouri 
Public  Service  Commission  Act,  due  allowance  should  be  made  for 
discounts  on  bonds  along  with  the  other  elements  of  value,  although 
the  applicant  did  not  ask  for  such  an  allowance,  as  the  proposed  securi- 
ties did  not  exceed  the  fair  value  of  the  property  and  the  new  money  to 
be  put  in  under  the  plan  of  reorganization.  Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R,  664). 

h.  Overhead  expenses. 
1.  In  general. 

Depreciation  of  overhead  charges,  see  DEPREOiATioif,  7-12,  24. 
Consideration  of  overheads,  in  ascertaining  reproduction   cost  under 
Oregon  rules,  see  supra,  10. 
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A]Io<w«nc9  for  overhead  expenws  paid  for  out  of  eamivgs,  see  iafra, 

312. 
See  also  infra,  383. 

Discussion  of  method  of  making  allowances  for  overheads,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  427. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  allowances  for,  Appendix,  p.  1104. 

126.  Overhead  expenses  are  a  surcharge  upon  the  appraised  value  of 
tangible  property,  or  selected  classifications  of  such  property,  to  cover 
l)oth  «i*tual  and  hypothetical  construction  items,  such  as  engineering, 
contingencies  and  incidentals,  administration  and  legal  expense,  super- 
vision and  tools,  interest  upon  capital,  insurance  and  taxes,  and  other 
similar  items.  Springfield  ▼.  Springfield  Gas  k  £.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  281. 

127.  An  allowance  for  engineering,  superintendence,  interest  during 
construction,  and  contingencies  was  included  in  fixing  the  reproduction 
cost  of  utility  property  less  depreciation,  on  the  theory  that  such  items 
represent  expenses  incurred  in  building,  and  not  on  the  theory  that 
they  are  intangibles.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

128.  Allowances  for  overhead  charges  in  a  rate  valuation  should  be 
based  on  actual  expenditures,  and  not  on  theories  as  to  what  such  ex- 
penses  might  be,  and  cannot  be  made  merely  because  similar  allowances 
have  been  taade  in  other  cases.  Hermann  ▼.  Newton  Gas  Co.  (X.  Y.  Ist 
DiRt.)    P.U.R.1916D,  826. 

120.  Overhead  charges,  including  engineering,  taxes,  and  interest  dur- 
ing construction,  were  considered  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  natural  gas 
system.    Tendon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

130.  Overhead  charges  should  be  relatively  low  for  a  gas  plant  built 
by  piecemeal.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
281. 

131.  A  relatively  large  allowance  cannot  be  made  for  overhead  charges 
in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  gas  plant,  unless  the  property  is  very  com- 
pact, exceptionally  efficient,  and  highly  suitable  for  present  require- 
ments.   Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 1916C,  281. 

132.  In  building  a  hydroelectric  plant,  stock  may  be  issued  for  the 
cost  of  organizing  the  company,  preliminary  investigation,  surveys, 
searches,  obtaining  options,  and  to  recompense  the  promoter  for  the 
value  of  water  power  over  the  value  of  riparian  land  considered  as  farm 
or  forest  land.    Re  Ocean  County  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJEt.l916D,  77. 

133.  An  allowance  of  overhead  expenses,  based  upon  an  original  cost 
theory  of  valuation  of  a  plant  built  by  piecemeal,  mtiat  include  items 
sueh  as  interest  during  oonatnietion,  preliminaries,  and  legal  expenses, 
which  would  not  appear  on  the  book  costs,  although  engineering,  super* 
vision,  adnunistration,  insurance,  and  taxes  would  be  largely  met  by 
current  expenditures.  Springfield  ▼.  Springfield  Gaa  k  £.  Co.  (lU.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

134.  Construction  overhead  it«mi^  such  as  contractor's  profits,  omis- 
sions, and  contingencies,  interest,  engineering,  and  superintendence,  law 
expense,  taxes,  insurance,  general  executive  costs,  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  should  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  physical  property,  and  not 
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as  intangible  Talues,  in  a  rate  valuation.    Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph. 
Co.    (Md.)    P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

135.  In  estimating  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  public  utility  property, 
the  Oregon  Commission  distributed  overhead  expenditures  which  could 
be  said  to  relate  clearly  to  particular  classes  of  physical  property  to 
the  various  primary  and  subaccounts  to  which  they  related  in  a  ratable 
proportion,  and  carried  the  remaining  overhead  items  in  the  proper 
gwieral  accounts.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
97«. 

136.  Opinion  evidence  by  expert  engineers  on  the  cost  of  engineering, 
superintendence,  interest  during  construction,  and  contingencies  may  be 
considered  in  including  an  allowance  for  such  items  in  fixing  the  cost 
of  reproduction  of  a  plant,  less  depreciation,  keeping  in  mind  that  re* 
production  value  is  but  one  of  several  elements  to  be  considered  in  a 
rate  valuation  and  giving  more  weight  to  utility  records.  Peck  v. 
Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

137.  There  is  no  disadvantage  to  a  utility  in  making  no  allowance 
in  a  rate  valuation  for  overhead  expenses  paid  for  out  of  earnings  and 
charged  to  operating  expense,  so  long  as  such  items  are  not  deducted 
from  the  operating  expense.  Hermann  v.  Newton  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st. 
Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

138.  Certain  overhead  charges  representing  allowances  for  salaries  of 
officers  that  were  included  in  estimating  the  value  of  a  water  plant  upon 
a  former  sale  should  not  be  allowed  in  fixing  the  actual  cost  for  a 
municipal  purchase,  where  it  appears  that  the  former  purchaser  was 
interested  in  his  vendor,  who  was  engaged  in  building  other  plants,  and 
that  the  apportionment  of  this  overhead  charge  was  somewhat  specu- 
lative. Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  ft  Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120 
(S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  153  Pac.  372). 

139.  In  a  valuation  for  rate  making,  no  portion  of  the  overhead  ex- 
penses of  reproducing  the  property  was  based  upon  amounts  computed 
for  the  value  of  water  rights,  it  appearing  that  certain  amounts  of  the 
total  estimated  overhead  expense  were  apportioned  to  land  in  order  to 
facilitate  accounting  computations,  and  that  the  water  rights  were 
treated  as  an  appurtenance  to  the  lands.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  ft  P.  Co. 
(Or.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  976. 

2.  Legal  expenses. 

See  also  supra,  133,  134,  and  infra,  145. 

140.  An  allowance  of  $17,642  for  legal  services  and  investigation  was 
held  unreasonable  for  a  water  utility  valued  for  rate  making  at  $150,000. 
Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

141.  In  finding  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad  for  general  pur- 
poses, 5  per  cent  was  included  for  law  expenses;  6^  per  cent  for  interest 
during  construction,  based  on  the  full  amount  of  interest  for  one  half 
the  construction  period;  and  one  half  of  1  per  cent  for  otiier  expenses, 
which  include  insurance,  taxes,  general  office  expoises,  etc.  Re  Central 
P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

142.  In  a  rate  valuation,  legal  expenses  for  presenting  the  case  to 
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the  Commissioii  should  not  be  included  as  legal  expenses  during  con- 
stniction,  where  the  value  of  the  property  at  a  prior  date  has  been 
taken  as  the  basis  up<m  which  to  pr^icate  rates.  Mantua  Twp.  v.  New 
Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N»  J.)  P.U.K.1916C,  163. 

8,  Bngineering  and  Bupervfsion. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  engineering  and 

supervision,  see  infra,  185-209. 
See  also  supra,  127,  129,  134,  and  infra,  224. 

143.  In  fixing  an  allowance  in  a  rate  valuation  for  overhead  expenses, 
the  skill  and  judgment  exerted  during  construction  must  be  considered, 
especially  as  regards  engineering  and  supervision,  ^ringfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  k  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1936C,  281. 

144.  Only  a  relatively  small  allowance  will  be  made  in  a  rate  valua^ 
tion  for  engineering  and  superintendence  in  building  an  electric  plant 
in  a  small  town,  where  similar  plants  have  been  built  for  years  upon 
the  same  general  plan,  and  sellers  of  equipment  furnish  complete  speci- 
fication for  installation.  Mangum  v.  Mangum  Electric  Co.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

145.  Charges,  in  the  original  cost  of  building  a  street  railway,  of 
3^0Q  of  1  per  cent  for  engineering,  ^  of  1  per  cent  for  legal  expenses, 
and  5^  per  cent  for  contingencies,  are  modest.  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  A. 
k  W.  Street  R.  Co.    (Me.)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

146.  An  allowance  of  3  per  cent  of  railroad  construction  items,  ex- 
cluding land,  rather  than  5  per  cent,  was  made  for  engineering  of  a 
comparatively  simple  character,  in  fixing  the  cost  of  reproduction  new 
for  use  in  a  rate  valuation.-  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

147.  While  an  allowance  of  7  per  cent  for  engineering  services  may 
not  be  excessive  in  estimating  the  reproduction  cost  of  the  properties 
of  a  water  utility,  the  percentage  should  be  applied  only  to  that  part 
of  properties  which  required  engineering  supervision.  Re  Cripple  Creek 
Water  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.191JBC,  788. 

148.  Eight  per  cent  of  value  of  the  physical  properties  of  an  electric 
utility  was  allowed  for  engineering  in  a  rate  valuation.  Roundup  v. 
Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

149.  The  sum  of  $1,500  is  an  adequate  allowance,  in  an  electric  rate 
valuation,  for  engineering  and  superintendence  which  may  be  per- 
formed«by  one  man,  to  be  hired  at  the  rate  of  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  a 
year  during  a  maximum  time  of  construction  of  six  months.  Mangum 
T.  Mangum  Electric  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

4.  Organization, 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  organization,  see 

infra,  185-209. 
See  also  supra,  132,  134,  and  infra,  178,  224. 

150.  An  allowance  may  be  made  for  preliminary  organization  and 
development  expense  in  valuing  an  electric  and  gas  utility  for  rate- 
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making  purposes.    Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  872,  rdiearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

151.  A  large  allowance  cannot  be  made  for  organization  expenses  in 
a  rate  valuation  when  the  actual  expenditure  was  trifling  and  charged 
o£f  against  profits.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  T.  Ist  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  826. 

152.  A  claim  for  organization  expenses  amounting  to  3.4  per  cent  of 
the  cost  to  reproduce  the  property  new  was  disallowed  as  unreasonable 
for  a  gas  company  whose  tangible  property  was  valued  at  $1,136,359. 
Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

153.  An  allowance  was  made  for  preliminary  and  development  ex- 
penses to  the  amount  of  12  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  property 
plus  the  amount  allowed  for  engineering,  supervision,  contractors' 
profits,  and  dontingencies  in  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  and  electric 
utility  for  security  issue  purposes.  Re  Bronx  GaS  &  E.  Co.  (K.  Y. 
1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  440. 

154.  An  allowance  of  $20,000  was  held  sufiicient  to  cover  the  pre- 
liminary organization  and  development  expense  of  a  gas  utility,  the 
fair  value  of  all  property  being  fixed  at  $710,917  for  rate-making  pur* 
poses.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R,1916A, 
872,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

155.  An  allowance  of  $79,125  was  held  sufficient  to  cover  the  pre> 
liminary  organization  and  development  expense  of  an  electrical  utility, 
the  fair  value  of  all  property  being  fixed  at  $1,481,762  for  rate-making 
purposes.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  872,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

5.  Interest  duHng  construction. 

See  also  supra,  127,  129,  133,  134,  141,  and  infra,  167. 
Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  interest  during 
construction,  see  infra,  185-209. 

156.  An  allowance  may  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  interest  dur- 
ing the  construction  of  additions.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)    P.tJ.R.1910C,  1020. 

157.  Interest  during  construction  should  be  charged  only  on  new  con- 
struction work,  and  not  on  replacements  made  while  operating  a  rail- 
road in  fixing  the  original  cost  as  a  factor  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

158.  Interest  during  construction  on  earnings,  and  the  own^s  per- 
sonal advances  used  for  constructing  additions,  should  be  added  to  the 
cost  of  a  water  plant  in  a  valuation  for  municipal  purchase.  Bremer- 
ton v.  Bremerton  Water  &  Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  129  (S.  C.  —  Wash. 
— ,  153  Pac.  372). 

159.  A  utility  is  not  entitled  to  capitalize  interest  for  the  full  period 
of  construction,  in  a  security  issue  valuation,  where  it  has  been  per- 
mitted to  capitalize  extra  construction  expense  made  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  immedHite  revenue.  Re  Omaha  &  L.  R.  &;  Light  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  564. 

160.  An  allowance  of  only  1  per  cent  for  interest  during  construction 
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WAS  made  in  an  elMtric  rate  valuation,  it  appearing  that  the  property 
had  almost  entirely  been  installed  during  operation,  that  the  unit  costs 
were  based  upon  actual  costs,  that  the  construction  period  was*  short, 
and  that  the  Commission  was  allowing  interest  on  average  additions 
and  betterments  for  the  year  and  on  material  and  supplies.  Monahan 
V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

161.  An  allowance  for  interest  during  construction,  of  3}  per  cent 
on  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  the  physical  property,  including  the 
overheads,  was  made  in  a  water-rate  valuation.  Thayer  v.  Beaver  Val- 
ley Water  Co.    (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

162.  Five  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  properties  of  an  elec- 
tric utility  was  allowed  for  interest  during  construction  in  a  rate  valua- 
ticm.     Houndup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

163.  Interest  on  the  investment  in  a  railroad  during  construction  was 
allowed  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  in  finding  the  original  cost 
for  general  purposes.     Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  845. 

164.  A  fair  allowance  for  interest  during  a  theoretical  construction 
period  of  a  telephone  system  is  6  per  cent  for  half  the  period.  Lima 
V.  Lima  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Ca  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

165.  Interest  for  six  months  at  the  annual  rate  of  6  per  cent  is  an 
ample  allowance  for  interest  during  the  construction  of  the  parts  of  a 
gas  plant  built  through  yearly  additions^  extensions  being  made  as 
required,  and  meters  and  services  being  installed  as  called  for.  Her* 
mann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Ca  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.  1916D,  825. 

166.  An  allowance  of  $50,000  was  made  for  interest  during  construe^ 
tion  of  a  gas  plant  valued  at  $1,600,000.  Hermuin  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co. 
(N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

6,  Tateea  during  e&iMiruetton, 

See  also  supra,  129,  134,  141,  and  infra,  224. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  taxes  during  con- 
struction, see  infra,  186-209. 

167.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  taxes  during  construction,  in 
a  rate  valuation,  if  an  allowance  is  made  for  interest  during  construe* 
tion,  especially  when  there  is  no  evidence  that  taxes  were  paid.  Man* 
gum  V.  Mangum  Electric  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

7.  Personal  injuries  during  construction, 

168.  An  amoimt  should  be  allowed  for  injuries  to  persons  during  con- 
struction, in  an  electric  rate  valuation,  equal  to  the  insurance  which 
would  be  required  to  be  paid  under  the  workmen's  compensation  act. 
Mangum  v.  Mangum  Electric  Co.   (Okla.)    P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

S.  Insurance  during  construction. 

See  also  supra,  134,  141. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  excuses  including  insurance  during 
construction,  see  infra,  185-209. 
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169.  One  per  cent  of  tbe  value  of  the  pfayeical  properties  of  an  dectrio 
utility  was  allowed  for  insurance  during  construction  in  a  rate  valua- 
tion.   Koundup  V.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

P.  Cantingenciea* 

See  also  supra,  127,  134,  145. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  contingencies,  see 
infra,  185-209. 

170.  In  an  electric  rate  valuation,  an  allowance  may  be  made  under 
"contingencies  and  omissions"  for  the  loss  which  would  occur  if  the 
same  quantity  of  material  were  again  put  into  place,  although  all  the 
items  in  the  plant  were  rechecked  and  agreed  to  by  the  engineers  for 
the  utility  and  the  Commission.  Mangnm  t.  Mangum  Electric  Ca 
(Okla.)    P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

171.  One  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  properties  of  an  elec- 
tric utility  was  allowed  for  incidental  expenses,  consisting  of  office 
expenses  and  supplies  during  the  construction  period.  Roundup  v. 
Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

172.  An  allowance  of  5  per  cent  is  ample  for  contingencies  in  ascer- 
taining the  cost  of  reproduction  new  of  a  hydroelectric  plant  which 
offers  few  opportunities  for  concealed  expense.  Re  Qrafton  County 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.    (N.   H.)    P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

173.  An  allowance  of  13  per  cent  was  made  for  contingencies  in 
valuing  a  water  plant  for  rate  making  where  there  was  some  evidence 
that  the  contingencies  were  significant.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre 
Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJi.l916B,  180. 

10.  Contractors*  profiU, 

See  also  supra,  134. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  contractors'  profits, 
see  infra,  185-209. 

174.  No  allowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  contractors' 
profit  on  gas  mains  laid  by  the  company.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens' 
Gas  &  Fuel  Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

175.  A  specific  percentage  allowance  for  contractors'  profit  cannot 
be  made  in  a  gas-rate  valuation,  where  part  of  the  property  was  con- 
structed and  put  into  use  piecemeal  without  resorting  to  contractors, 
and  the  cost  of  the  part  built  by  contractors  has  been  otherwise  allowed 
in  tlie  valuation.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Qas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

176.  An  allowance  of  20  per  cent  for  contractor's  profits  is  unrea- 
sonable when  applied  to  properties  purchased  without  the  aid  of  a  con- 
tractor.    Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

11,  Promotion  expenses^ 

See  also  supra,  132. 

177.  No  allowance  can  be  made  for  promotion  expense  in  a  rate  valu- 
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ation  of  a  subaidiarjr  ocvBoiMiiiy  which  has  been  flnaneed  hj  the  parent 
eompaay. .  Hermamt  v,  2Jewtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  826. 

17S.  Ln  a  rate  valnatlflB  no  promotion  and  organisation  expenses  will 
be  lUlowed  to  a  util^jr  where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  promoter's  serv- 
ices were  of  any  Tahla  to  it.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d 
Dist)   P.UJl.l»l«B,  940. 

179.  No  aUowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  reward 
for  promoters'  services  nor  for  cost  of  securing  money,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  that  expenditures  were  made  for  such  purposes.  Bay  State 
Bate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

180.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  cost  of  promotion  and  the 
cost  of  getting  construction  money  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  subsidiary 
company,  where  the  parent  company  has  assumed  such  expenses  and 
receives  an  adequate  annual  percentage  of  the  subsidiary's  gross  earn- 
ings.    Be  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.B.1916C,  925. 

12.  Cost  of  financing. 

See  also  supra,  177,  179,  180. 

Allowance  for  groups  of  overhead  expenses  including  cost  of  financing, 
see  infra,  185-209. 

181.  The  cost  of  financing  a  utility  should  not  be  included  in  the 
valuation  of  a  utility  since  such  expense  should  be  amortized.  Re 
Cincinnati   Gas  &,  E.   Co.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.1916F,   416. 

182.  A  claim  of  1.65  per  cent  as  an  overhead  charge  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  money  necessary  for  a  utility's  organization  was  disallowed 
on  the  ground  that  such  charge  was  absorbed  in  a  previous  estimate  of 
overheads  which  was  made  upon  the  cost  of  a  normal  and  efficient  or- 
ganization; and  on  the  ground  that  if  such  items  resulted  in  actual 
cost  they  were  included  in  findings  as  to  original  cost.  Re  Portland  R. 
Light  A  P.  Co.   (Gr.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

183.  Fifteen  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  property  was  allowed  for  the  cost 
of  financing  an  electric  utility  in  a  security  issue  valuation.  Re  Omaha 
A  L.  R.  A  Light  Co.    (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916B,  564. 

13.  Coat  of  buying  and  holding  land. 

Cost  of  obtaining  options  on  land,  see  supra,  132. 

184.  In  valuing  the  land  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate  making,  20  per  cent 
of  the  cost  was  added  as  the  overhead  expense  for  buying  and  holding 
of  the  land  until  the  plant  was  ready  for  operation.  Mantua  Twp.  v. 
New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

14.  Allowances  for  groups  of  expenses, 

185.  An  allowance  of  1  per  cent  for  organization,  legal,  stationery, 
printing,  and  tax  expenses  during  the  construction  of  a  small  rail- 
road, was  held  ample  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 
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186.  The  overhead  chalrges  oi  a  large  street  railway  sjn^kma  were  ihced 
at  8  per  tsent  of  the  direct  coet  of  the  property,  rather  tfaam  12.74  per 
cent  claimed  by  the  utility,  where  the  system  had  growB  slowly  and 
the  largest  part  of  the  coat  represented  adAitiena  asd  inpvoTements 
to  the  existing  property;  a  large  part  of  tha  ettgiMering  aad  super- 
intendence had  been  supplied  by  officers  whose  salaries  were  charged  to 
operation;  and  engineering  on  rolling  stock  and  electrical  equipment 
was  largely  supplied  by  the  manufacturers.  Bay  State  Rate  Case 
(Mass.)    P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

187.  In  a  rate  valuation  of  a  water  system,  an  allowance  of  10  per^ 
cent  of  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  all  physical  property  excluding 
land,  plus  7  per  cent  of  the  present  value  of  land,  was  made  for  pre- 
paring plans  and  specification s..  inspection,  and  fees  of  architects,  ad- 
ministration and  legal  expense,  contingencies,  insurance*  and  taxes. 
ITiayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

188.  An  allowance  of  12  per  cent  f6r  overhead  expenses  in  a  tele- 
phone rate  valuation  was  held  sufficient.  Re  Bucher  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
501. 

189.  An  allowance  of  12  per  cent  was  made  for  engineering,  superin- 
tendence, and  similar  items  in  a  merger  valuation  of  a  telephone  com- 
pany.    Re  Indianapolis  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

190.  An  allowance  of  12  per  cent  of  the  physical  property  of  a  gas 
plant,  less  lands  and  materials  and  supplies,  was  made  in  a  rate  valua- 
tion for  engineering,  superintendence,  interest  during  construction,  legal 
expense,  and  contingencies.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens*  Gas  &.  Fuel 
Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

191.  An  allowance  of  12  per  cent  for  engineering,  superintendence, 
interest  during  construction,  contingencies,  etc.,  was  made  in  Ending 
the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  utility  for  mimicipal  purchase.  Re 
Falls  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  151. 

192.  An  allowance  of  12  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  property 
of  an  electric  utility  was  held  sufficient  to  cover  all  intangibles,  in- 
cluding going  value,  contractor's  profits,  and  operation  and  interest 
during  construction,  where  the  plant  was  built  piecemeal  over  a  long 
period  of  time,  with  capital  additions  made  in  small  amounts.  Bly  v. 
Winslow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

193.  An  allowance  of  13  per  cent  for  engineering,  superintendence,  in- 
terest during  construction,  and  contingencies  was  included  in  fixing  the 
reproduction  cost  of  an  electrical  plant  less  depreciation.  Peck  v.  In- 
dianapolis Light  &  Heat  Co.  ilnd.)  P.U.R.1916B,  446. 

194.  In  its  findings  as  to  the  original  cost  of  utility  pr(^)erty  the 
Oregon  Commission  made  an  allowance  of  14  per  cent  of  the  construc- 
tion cost  for  engineering,  interest  during  construction,  and  similar 
overhead  charges,  in  view  of  the  variation  in  the  methods  of  treating 
Buch  items  by  the  several  constituent  companies  of  the  corporation  un- 
der investigation.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
976. 

195.  In.  valuing  the  property  of  an  electrie  utility,  a  blanket  allow- 
ance of  14-9  per  cent  was  made  to  cover  overhead  charges,  including 
engineering  and  architoeturr,  rroneral  supervisioa,  interest  during  con- 
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structlon,  inturance,  oigmoization,  legal  oq^ensei,  tazet,  and  contin- 
gencies, where  the  method  of  the  Commission's  engineering  staff  in 
determining  such  percentage  and  the  amonnt  was  not  rebutted  or  ques- 
tioned bj  the  utility.  BdleviUe  t.  St  Clair  County  Gaa  k  £.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

196.  An  allowance  ol  16  per  cent  for  overhead  expense  was  made  in 
a  rate  valuation  of  a  gaa  distribution  ^stem.  West  AUis  v.  West  Allis 
Qas  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.101W),  740. 

lit?.  An  allowance  of  15  per  cent  for  engineering,  superintendence 
during  construction,  ted  other  like  items  and  inventories,  excluding 
working  capital,  was  hiclikM  in  the  physical  value  of  an  electric  plant 
Moore  v.  Merchanto  Heat  k  Light  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

199.  In  the  valuation  of  a  water  property  for  rate  making,  allow- 
ances for  overhead  of  16  per  cent  for  pipe  lines,  16  per  cent  for  wells, 
machinery,  etc.,  12  per  cent  for  buildings  and  reservoirs,  and  10  per 
cent  for  such  items  as  services  and  meters,  were  held  reasonable.  Be 
8an  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  896. 

199.  An  allowance  of  15  per  cent  was  held  sufficient  in  a  rate  value- 
tifln  to  eover  engineering,  errors  and  omissions^  contingencies,. and  inter* 
est  during  construction,  considering  the  piecemeal  manner  of  construe^ 
tion;  and  an  allowance  of  2^  per  cent  upon  bare  structural  cost  was 
made  to  cover  organization  expenses  in  addition  to  an  estimated  con- 
tractor's profit  Be  Trenton  k  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.  (N.  J.)  P.U.B. 
1916B,  232. 

200.  An  allowance  of  15  per  cent,  farther  than  12  per  cent,  which 
was  probably  nearer  the  correct  figure,  was  held  ample  to  cover  all  over- 
heads, including  going  value,  if  any,  in  the  cost  of  reproduction  new 
less  depreciation  of  a  hydroelectric  plant,  where,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence as  to  what  part  of  the  overheads  were  subject  to  depreciation,  the 
depreciation  percentage  wai.  applied  to  all  overheads.  Be  Grafton 
County  Electric  Lig^t  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

201.  An  allowance  of  15  per  cent,  rather  than  20  per  cent,  was  held 
suflBcient  to  cover  interest  during  construction,  contingencies,  engineer- 
ing, omissions,  taxes  during  construction,  etc.,  in  a  telephone  rate  val- 
uation, it  appearing  that  the  appraisal  was  so  complete  as  to  reduce 
omissions,  contingencies,  and  incidentals  to  a  minimum,  and  that  in 
Wisconsin  taxes  are  levied  only  on  the  gross  earnings  of  telephone  com- 
panies.   Bogart  V.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

202.  In  valuing  the  physical  property  other  than  land  of  a  gas  utility 
for  rate  making,  an  average  of  15.11  per  cent  of  the  net  cost  was  added 
as  the  overhead  expense.  Mantua  Twp,  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

203.  An  allowance  of  17.67  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  bare  physical 
property  was  made  for  overhead  construction  charges  in  a  telephone 
rate  valuation.  Be  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
!)25. 

204.  An  allowance  of  20  per  cent  was  made  for  engineering,  super- 
vision, conUactors'  profits  ai^  contingencies  and  incidentals  in  valuing 
the  property^  of  a  gaa  and  eleotirM:  utility  for  security  issue  purposes 
where  the  records  of  the  company  failed  to  show  the  amount  expended 
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for  such  purposes.    Re  Bronx  Gm  k  £.  Ca  (N.  Y.  Itt  DUt.)  P.UJL 
1016A,  440. 

205.  An  allowance  for  overhead  charges  of  20  per  cent  for  one  year's 
construction,  23i  per  cent  for  two-year  confltmction,  and  27  per  cent 
for  three-year  construction,  was  held  not  excessive  in  fixing  the  repro- 
duction cost  of  hydroelectric  steam  and  transmission  construction,  the 
unit  costs  not  havinjg  included  any  item  for  eontingencies  or  omissions, 

-  or  for  portions  of  engineering  and  superintendence.    Monahan  v*  Pacif- 
ic Gas  &  E.  Co.  <Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

206.  The  sum  of  $1,898.89  was  held  a  stiffieieht  allowance  for  engi- 
neering, superintendence,  and  office  costs  during  o<)nstruction,  in  author- 
izing an  issue  of  securities  to  pay  for  extensions  and  additions  costing 
$94,988.24.    Re  Ashuelot  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916D,  72. 

207.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  gas  plant  for  the  purpose  of  au- 
thorizing an  issue  of  securities  in  payment  therefor,  an  allowance  of 
$4,200.67  was  held  sufficient  to  cover  financing,  contractors'  profit,  pat- 
entees' profit  on  special  equipment,  and  working  capital,  where  the 
money  expended  by  the  vendor  in  building  and  equipping  the  plant  plus 
the  present  value  of  mains  purchased  from  the  original  owner  amounted 
to  $16,799.33.     Re  Broken  Bow  Gas  Co.   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916A,  936. 

208.  In  a  rate  valuation  of  a  telephone  system,  the  entire  valuation 
of  wliich  was  $700,718.50,  an  allowance  was  made  for  overhead  expense 
preliminary  to  construction,  of  $11,062.50,  with  no  deduction  for  depre- 
ciation; and  for  the  expense  during  construction,  of  $84,931.90,  after 
deducting  depreciation  at  the  average  rate  assigned  to  the  physical 
property.    Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

209.  In  valuing  an  electric  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  a  maximum 
allowance  of  $25,000  was  held  sufficient  for  organization  expenses,  cost 
of  obtaining  franchises,  of  establishing  the  business,  and  for  working 
capital,  there  being  no  evidence  as  to  the  expenditures  for  such  ele- 
ments, and  the  physical  property  being  valued  at  $75,(M)0.  Re  Newton 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  614. 

c.  Paving  over  maina. 

Abstract  of  cases  relating  to  paving  over  mains,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1104. 

210.  Allowance  for  pavement  over  mains,  in  a  rate  valuation,  should 
include  only  the  value  of  the  pavement  laid  by  the  utility.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

211.  An  allowance  for  paving  actually  cut  was  included  in  fixing  the 
reproduction  cost  of  electrical  property,  less  depreciation.  Peck  v.  In- 
dianapolis Light  &  Heat  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

212.  An  allowance  for  paving  over  an  underground  electric  system 
was  made  on  the  basis  of  the  paving  actually  removed  in  the  instal- 
lation of  the  system,  on  prices  prevailing  in  the  city  at  the  time  of 
such  installation.  Re  Cincinnati  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F, 
416. 

213.  Only  the  cost  for  paving  actually  cut  in  laying  gas  mains  should 
be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citisens'  Gas  k 
Fuel  Co.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 
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214.  Only  the  expense  of  paving  actually  cut  and  replaced  in  laying 
gas  mains  can  be  included  in  a  gas-Bystem  rate  valuation.  Springfield 
V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

215.  No  allowance  can  be  made  for  paving  over  mains  in  a  natural 
gas-rate  valuation,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  pavements  were  dis- 
turbed in  laying  the  mains.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1916D,  «92. 

216.  The  actual  expense  of  repaving  a  street  after  installing  conduits 
should  be  allowed  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  telephone  system.  Lima  v. 
Lima  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

217.  No  allowance  for  paving  not  actually  done  after  laying  tele- 
phone cables  and  conduits  was  made  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Chesa- 
peake &  P.  Teleph.   Co.    (Md.)    P.UJ1.3916C,  925. 

218.  Only  the  paving  over  water  mains  laid  since  the  original  pav- 
ing may  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Chillicothe  Gaslight  & 
Water  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

219.  The  cost  of  repaving  over  water  pipes  laid  before  the  paving 
will  be  allowed  in  a  reproduction  cost  new  valuation  for  rate  making 
only  in  so  far  as  the  repaving  has  been  actually  paid  for  by  the  utility. 
Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

220.  In  relaying  water  mains  in  advance  of  new  pavements,  a  part 
of  the  exeess  oost  of  substituting  larger  mains  over  an  amoimt  already 
allowed  for  smaller  mains  may  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Los 
Banos  v.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  364. 

221.  The  cost  of  cutting  into  pavements  to  repair  mains  and  to 
install  new  services  is  a  maintenance  charge,  and  cannot  be  included  in 
a  rate  valuation.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  (Sas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  L 

222.  A  claim  for  the  cost  of  relaying  mains  and  for  worlf  done  on 
streets  about  to  be  paved  cannot  be  included  in  a  gas-rate  valuation 
upon  the  utility  engineer's  mere  estimate  of  annual  expenditures  for 
such  piu*pose8,  without  any  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  kind  and  quan- 
tity of  work  and  of  the  price  for  labor  and  material.  Re  Northeastern 
Oil  &  Gas  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

d.  Adaptation  and  solidification. 

223.  The  appreciation  on  grading  due  to  adaptation  and  solidifica- 
of  the  roadbed  may  be  included  in  a  railroad  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

VII.  Miscellaneous  items  chargeable  to  capital. 

a.  In  general. 

224.  Expenditures  for  organization,  franchises,  right  of  way,  taxes 
during  construction,  other  intangible  capital,  deposit  as  security  under 
franchise,  and  engineering  and  superintendence,  are  chargeable  to  capi- 
tal account.  Re  Third  Ave.  Bridge  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
942. 

225.  Sums  due  a  telephone  company  from  subscribers  and  agents  can- 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 33. 
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not  be  included  in  a  rate  yaluation.    Public  Service  CoBunission  v. 
Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Wa«h.)   P.U.R.1916D,  947. 

226.  The  cost  of  necessary  road  approaches  to  a  ferry  should  be  in- 
cluded as  a  part  of  the  value  of  the  utility  for  ratenmaking  purposes. 
Public  Service  Ck>mmission  ex  rel.  Brewster  v.  McPherson  Bros.  Co. 
(Wash.)    P.U.R.1916D,  720. 

227.  Newly  installed  equipment  not  releasing  other  equipment  should 
be  charged  to  construction,  but  if  it  releases  other  equipment,  it  is  to 
be  charged  to  depreciation  reserve.  Re  Tucson  Gas,  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916D,  640. 

228.  The  cost  of  installing  water  meters  paid  for  by  the  company  in 
water  allowance  to  consumers  is  a  part  of  the  cost  of  the  plant  for 
municipal  purchase.  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  k  Power  Ca 
P.U.R.1916B,  120  (S.  C.  — -  Wash.  —,  153  Pac.  372). 

229.  The  cost  of  installing  meters  should  not  be  included  in  a  gas- 
rate  valuation,  where  the  utility  had  treated  the  cost  as  an  operating 
expense.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
825. 

230.  The  cost  of  lowering  water  mains  upon  the  chaoge  of  the  street 
grade  is  a  part  of  the  actual  cost  of  the  plant  for  municipal  purchase, 
notwithstanding  a  franchise  stipulation  requiring  euch  changes  to  be 
made  at  the  company's  expense.  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  Water  k 
Power  Co.  P.U.R.1916B,  120   (S.  C.  —  Wash.  — ,  153  Pac  372). 

231.  The  cost  of  coal,  coke,  and  oil  in  the  manufacture  of  gas  used  in 
trying  out  plant  machinery,  testing  the  mains,  and  getting  the  plant  in 
shape  for  commercial  operation,  will  be  considered  as  part  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  gas  plant.  Re  Broken  Bow  Gas  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJl. 
1916A,  936. 

232.  In  its  findings  of  fact  as  to  the  original  cost  of  utility  property 
the  Oregon  Commission  included  assessments  for  public  improvements, 
such  as  pavements  between  tracks,  paid  for  by  the  company  or  for 
which  it  was  legally  liable.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  976. 

233.  In  determining  the  purchase  price  to  be  paid  for  an  uncom- 
pleted electric  plant,  consideration  was  given  to  the  expenses  and  the 
value  of  the  services  of  the  owner  in  obtaining  authority  from  the  Com- 
mission to  construct  the  plant  in  obtaining  a  contract  for  street 
lighting,  in  leasing  water  power  at  a  reasonable  figure  for  a  term  of 
years,  and  in  doing  some  construction  work.  Re  Giguere  (N.  H.) 
P.UJ1.1916A,  30. 

234.  Upon  a  reorganization  of  a  railroad,  bonds  issued  jointly  by  the 
railroad  and  another  railroad  on  which  it  is  jointly  obligated  for  the 
full  payment  with  interest,  bonds  of  a  terminal  company  one-half  pay- 
ment of  which  it  had  guaranteed,  and  trust  certificates  issued  in  pay- 
ment of  preferred  and  common  stock  of  another  railroad,  are  capital 
obligations  within  the  meaning  of  §  62  of  the  Missouri  Public  Service 
Commission  law.  Re  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (3  Mo. 
P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

235.  Profits  made  from  the  sale  of  lands  by  the  former  owner  of  a 
water  system  who  had  constructed  it  merely  to  facilitate  such  sales, 
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should  not  be  deducted  in  the  valuation  of  the  plant  for  rate  nmking 
after  it  had  been  purchased  by  a  utility.  Re  Sweetwater  Water  Co 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  237. 

5.  Betterments  after  original  valuation, 

236.  Additions,  betterments,  improvements,  and  changed  conditions 
after  a  rate  valuation  should  be  considered  on  a  rehearing  as  to  the 
valuation  and  rates  fixed.  Re  Chillicothe  Gaslight  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

237.  An  allowance  for  additions  to  property  and  increase  in  working 
capital  between  the  date  of  a  valuation  and  the  effective  date  of  the 
rate  order  may  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  growth  during  the  past  five 
or  six  years.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  825. 

c.  Proposed  betterments, 

238.  Expenditures  that  must  be  made  in  the  near  future  for  improv- 
ing and  rebuilding  a  portion  of  the  plant  should  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  a  rate  valuation.  Water  Comrs.  v.  Newton's  Sons  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  624. 

239.  The  investment  to  be  made  in  the  immediate  future  in  street 
railway  improvements  and  extensions  should  be  considered  in  a  rate 
proceeding.     Re  Duluth   Street  R.  Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916D,  614. 

240.  The  cost  of  additions  to  supply  a  part  of  a  city  which  a  water 
company  does  not  serve,  but  which  it  has  a  duty  to  serve,  will  be  in- 
cluded in  a  rate  valuation  of  the  entire  system,  on  the  assiunption  that 
the  utility  will  comply  with  the  Commission's  suggestion  to  perform  its 
duty.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.RJ916D, 
933, 

241.  Materials  and  supplies  carried  for  new  construction  cannot  be 
included  in  a  rate  valuation  where  an  allowance  is  made  for  interest 
during  construction.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (^1.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

242.  The  estimated  amount  of  necessary  additions  to  plant  equip- 
ment cannot  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation,  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing that  the  items  constitute  fair  value  for  rate  making,  and  that 
the  expenditure  will  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time.  Thayer  v. 
Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

VIII.  Valuation  of  particular  "kinds  of  tangible  property, 

a.  In  general. 

243.  The  value  of  miscellaneous  switchboard  and  plant  equipment, 
including  an  unused  motor-generator  set  and  two  switch  board  panels, 
was  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  nonoperating  property  of  an  elec- 
tric utility  for  rate  making.  Belleville  v.. St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  E. 
Co.   (111.)    P.U.R,1916B,  24. 

244.  The  investment  by  a  railroad  company  in  a  railroad  largely 
parallel  to  its  own  line  is  entitled  to  some  consideration  in  fixing  a  rate. 
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where  made  in  good  faith,  although  it  may  be  unprofitable.     District 
No.  6  V.   Akron,  C.  &  Y.  K.  Co.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.1016E,  627. 

245.  An  appraisal  of  railroad  rails  based  on  a  cost  of  $31.50  a  ton, 
for  which  they  could  liave  been  bought  at  any  time  within  the  last  ten 
years,  and  depreciated  13  per  cent,  was  preferred  in  a  rate  valuation  to 
one  based  on  a  cost  of  $32.50  a  ton,  depreciated  10  per  cent.  He  Rates 
Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

246.  An  appraisal  of  railroad  ties  made  after  an  actual  count  and 
quality  classification  for  500  feet  in  every  mile  of  track,  with  unit 
prices  sufficiently  high  to  cover  purchases,  and  properly  depreciated, 
was  adopted  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

247.  A  valuation  of  inefficient  gas  engines  and  producers  of  an  elec- 
tric plant  at  their  scrap  value,  ignoring  the  investment  necessary  to 
create  some  kind  of  generating  and  producing  equipment,  cannot  be 
made  the  basis  for  rate  making.  Re  Newton  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  514. 

b.  Property  not  used  or  useful. 

Abstract  of   cases   dealing  with   valuation   of,   AFP£in)ix,   P.UJEl. 
1916F,  p.  1105. 

1,  In  general. 

248.  In  valuing  an  electric  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  no  allow- 
ance was  made  for  nonoperative  property,  since  such  property  should 
have  been  disposed  of  as  soon  as  a  market  therefor  was  found.  Re  New- 
ton Gas  &  E.  Co.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916A,  614. 

249.  'A  telephone  company  cannot  be  said  intentionally  to  have  caused 
wasteful  duplication  of  aerial  and  imderground  leads,  where  it  appears 
that  the  duplication  was  in  a  rapidly  growing  part  of  the  city  and  at  a 
time  when  the  street  was  paved,  so  as  to  provide  for  an  underground 
lead,  and  where  other  minor  instances  of  duplication  were  no  greater 
than  would  be  anticipated  in  a  large  city.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph. 
Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916C,   1020. 

250.  A  temporary  storage  yard  not  used  or  useful  for  gas  making 
will  not  be  included  in  a  gas-plant  rate  valuation.  Springfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

251.  It  will  be  assumed  in  a  rate  valuation  that  an  investment  in 
additional  water  rights  was  wisely  made,  in  the  absence  of  definite  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  where  it  is  fairly  inferable  that  the  purchase  was 
dictated  by  the  then  existing  demands  and  reasonable  anticipated  future 
demands.     Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

252.  It  will  be  assumed  that  the  purchase  of  a  quantity  of  water  in 
excess  of  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  utility's  pipe  lines  was  reasonably 
neceseary  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  full  amount  was  available 
at  all  seasons  of  the  year ;  and  where  it  appears  the  ntility  uses  several 
reservoirs  exclusively  for  the  temporary  impounding  of  the  water  to 
utilize  the  irrigation  rights  acquired.  Re  Oipple  Creek  Water  Co. 
(Co.  .)   P.U.R.1916C,  788. 
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253.  A  mining  ditch  taken  over  by  an  irrigation  company  should  be 
valued  for  rate  making  at  the  purchase  price  plus  expenditures  made 
thereon,  and  not  at  the  original  cost,  since  the  water  company  should 
not  be  allowed  a  return  on  an  investment  made  for  a  purpose  whiqb 
has  iailed  simply  because  it  became  possible  to  use  the  property  for 
a  new  puipose.    Re  North  Fork  Ditch  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.11.1916D,  477. 

254.  In  ascertaining  the  proportion  of  an  electric  building  and  land 
employed  for  utility  and  nonutility  purposes,  relative  rental  value  of 
the  space  occupied  by  the  utility  and  outside  tenants,  rather  than  the 
relative  area,  was  employed  as  the  determining  factor.  Re  Portland 
R.  Light  &  P.  Co.    (Or.)   P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

255.  A  water  utility  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  the  capacity 
value  of  certain  reservoirs  in  addition  to  the  construction  cost  and  the 
full  value  of  its  water  rights  in  a  rate  valuation  upon  the  theory  that 
the  reservoirs  could  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  catching  the  flood  and 
unappropriated  waters  during  the  storage  season.  Re  Cripple  Creek 
Water   Co.    (Colo.)    P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

256.  A  vacant  residence  that  is  not  a  necessary*  adjunct  of  gas  mak- 
ing will  not  be  included  in  a  gas-plant  rate  valuation,  although  it  is 
liable  to  be  occupied  by  an  employee.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  & 
E.  Co.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

2,  Investment  in  advance  of  present  needs. 

257.  The  full  value  of  an  office  and  warehouse  building  purchased  to 
accommodate  the  reasonably  near  future  growth  of  a  gas  business  may 
be  included  in  a  rate  valuation,  although  not  entirely  useful  for  the 
present  business.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

258.  An  equitable  part  of  a  gas  holder  and  accessories  having  a  ca- 
pacity in.  excess  of  present  demand  will  be  included  in  a  gas-plant  rate 
valuation  where  the  full  capacity  will  be  eventually  utilized.  Spring- 
field V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

259.  The  value  of  gas  generating  and  purifying  equipment  in  excess 
of  the  immediate  future  needs  of  the  utility  and  the  portions  of  build- 
ings required  to  house  them  was  not  allowed  as  an  element  of  value 
for  rate  making.  ^Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  163. 

260.  Rates  cannot  be  fixed  in  newly  settled  territory  upon  the  full 
valuation  for  a  plant  built  in  anticipation  of  future  demand,  but  an 
allowance  for  development  cost  may  be  made  in  the  future.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
86. 

261.  Land  cannot  be  considered  as  utility  operating  property  on  the 
theory  that  it  will  be  in  use  in  the  near  future,  upon  the  construction 
of  a  proposed  canal,  such  property  not  being  considered  operating  land 
until  such  time  as  the  proposed  canal  is  placed  in  service.  Re  Portland 
R.  Light  &  P.  Co.    (Or.)    P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

262.  Investment  in  plant  in  excess  of  present  needs,  after  making 
adequate  provision  for  reserve  facilities  to  take  care  of  operating  con- 
tingencies and  prospective  increases  in  business,  must  be  excluded  in  fix- 
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ing  the  value  for  rate  making.    Redding  r.  Northern  California  Power 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

263.  In  fixing  water  rates,  no  present  return  should  be  allowed  for  a 
system  built  by  a  realty  company  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  present 
requirements.    Re  Moss  Beach  Realty  Co.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  600. 

264.  The  value  of  nonoperative  proposed  reservoir  sites,  timber  lands, 
and  excessive  right  of  way  purchases  should  be  deducted  from  the  oper- 
ative property  of  a  hydroelectric  utility  in  a  rate  valuation.  Monahan 
V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

a.  Property  used  only  occasionally, 

265.  An  allowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  the  value 
of  pumps  that  would  be  of  use  to  a  water  company  -on  ^special  wcaaions 
that  might  reasonably  be  anticipated.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute 
Waterworks  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

266.  Only  part  of  the  cost  of  a  pipe  line  used  to  supply  railroad 
yards  on  infrequent  occasions  will  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation  of 
a  water  system  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  service  to  the  rail- 
road was  either  constant,  certain,  or  permanently  remunerative.  Thayer 
v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.    (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

267.  Pumping  equipment  used  but  a  few  weeks  during  each  year  to 
furnish  adequate  service  during  the  periods  of  drought  constitutes  prop- 
erty useful  in  the  public  service  upon  whidi  the  utility  is  entitled  to 
earn  a  ret.urn.  Eshelman  v.  Title  Guarantee  k  T.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,   488. 

268.  An  auxiliary  steam  and  boiler  plant  which  has  not  been  used 
since  extra  current  has  been  purchased  will  not  be  included  in  the 
valuation  of  a  hydro-electric  company's  property  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, on  the  theory  that  such  plant  is  necessary  to  insure  service  in 
the  event  of  the  destruction  of  the  transmission  lines  of  the  seller  by 
storm,  fire,  or  other  unavoidable  cause.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  & 
Water  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

4,  Discarded  or  abandoned  property. 

269.  In  valuing  the  plant  of  an  electric  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, displaced  machinery  that  is  merely  stored  will  not  be  considered. 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

270.  No  allowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation,  for  the  value 
of  a  pump  that  is  not  in  operating  condition  and  is  of  no  practical  use 
to  a  water  company.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co. 
(Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

271.  Property  not  used  in  public  service  because  of  changed  con- 
ditions cannot  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  investment  for  rate-making 
purposes  where  the  utility  has  had  ample  opportunity  to  sell  it.  Bay 
State  Rate  Case    (Mass.   Pub.   Service  Com.)    P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

272.  No  allowance  will  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  an  invest- 
ment in  coal  lands  that  are  neither  used  nor  useful  in  producing  heat, 
light,  or  power;  nor  for  property  that  will  cease  to  be  used  or  useful 
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upon -a  municipal  lighting  contract  being  transferred  to  another.    Peck 
V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  446. 

273.  The  investment  in  abandoned  and  useless  wells  and  in  an  infil- 
tration gallery,  in  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  obtain  a  proper  water 
supply,  cannot  be  considered  in  a  water  rate  valuation,  where  the  statute 
provides  for  the  valuation  of  merely  the  property  used  and  useful  in  the 
public  service.     Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

274.  That  street  railway  property  has  been  superseded  so  rapidly 
by  the  change  from  horse-car  lines  to  cable,  and  then  to  electricity, 
as  to  require  the  investment  of  new  money  to  malce  the  replaoements, 
should  be  given  somk  weight  in  a  reorganization  valuation.  Re  Dun- 
ham, P.U.R.1916E,  644  (S.  C.  S'Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  693). 

5.  Duplicationa  by  consolidation  of  systems, 

276.  Water-f^pe  lines  and  a  building,  which  are  duplicated  upon  a 
consolidation  of  systems  and  are  not  necessary  to  the  service,  cannot 
be  included  in  a  rate  valuation,  although  they  are  used.  Thayer  v. 
Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

276.  Telephone  rates  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  increased  upon  the 
basis  of  mere  estimates  and  conjectures  of  the  value  of  telephone  plants 
in  process  of  consolidation,  and  permanent  rates  will  therefore  not  be 
fixed  until  the  amount  of  property  discarded  and  new  equipment  and 
labor  necessary  is  ascertained  by  the  actual  consolidation.  Re  North- 
east Kansas  Teleph.   Co.    (Kan.)    P.U.R.1916B,  925. 

277.  The  purchase  price  of  the  telephone  exchange  of  a  competing 
company  may  be  approved,  although  a  considerable  percentage  of  the 
property  purchased  will  remain  idle  for  a  long  period,  even  allowing 
for  future  growth,  where  the  vendee  can  use  the  remainder  to  immedi- 
ate advantage,  the  question  of  rates  is  not  at  issue,  and  the  value  of 
the  existing  property  of  the  purchaser  will  be  materially  increased  by 
the  consolidation.  Re  Santa  Paula  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  269. 

278.  The  uselessness  of  a  steam  plant,  formerly  used  as  a  reserve  by 
an  ele<;^ric  system,  but  which  is  unnecessary  after  a  consolidation,  and 
should  be  displaced  in  heating  a  station  by  a  more  economical  plant, 
cannot  be  disregarded  in  finding  the  present  fair  value  of  the  used  and 
useful  property  of  the  system.  Re  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

279.  No  allowance  was  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  property  ren- 
dered useless  by  the  electrification  of  horse  railways  and  the  consoli- 
dation of  a  number  of  systems,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the 
amount  and  character  of  the  property  and  the  time  of  its  abandon- 
ment, where  the  electrification  was  made  about  twenty  years  and  the 
consolidations  more  than  ten  years  before, — especially  as  the  rates 
were  being  based  on  the  investment,  rather  than  on  the  reproduction 
cost  less  depreciation.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.) 
P.U.R,1916F,  221. 

6.  Property  used  only  for  revenue, 

280.  The  value  of  poles  kept  by  a  telephone  company  for  sale  to 
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farmer  line  companies  should  not  be  allowed  upon  a  rate  valuation^   Ba 
Bucher    (111.)    P.U.R.1916F,  501. 

281.  The  value  of  unused  service  connections  of  a  gas-  utility  in  excess 
of  15  per  cent  of  the  meters  in  service  was  not  allowed  as  an  element 
of  value  for  rate  making.  Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916C,   163. 

281a.  The  investment  in  street  railway  lines  voluntarily  leased  to  an- 
other company,  and  tlie  rentals  therefrom,  cannot  be  considered  in 
determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  the  lines  operated  by  the 
company.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  221. 

7.  Property  used  to  attract  business. 

282.  The  value  of  land  partly  rented  and  used  for  resort  purposes 
should  not  be  considered  in  a  rate  valuation  of  electric  railway  prop- 
erty.    Re  Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.   (N,  J.)   P.UJ1.1916B,  232. 

283.  Recreation  parks  and  land  leased  for  base-ball  games  and  hotel 
property  should  not  be  included  in  the  operating  property  of  a  public 
utility  on  the  theory  that  such  properties  develop  passenger  transpor- 
tation to  such  an  extent  that  it  is  good  business  to  maintain  them;  it 
not  appearing  that  this  property  yields  an  appreciable  return  on  its 
pr^nt  value  and  the  Commissioners  not  being  justified  in  finding  that 
the  property  is  ^'actually  used  and  useful  for  the  convenience  of  the 
public;"  but  such  property  may  be  listed  under  the  head  of  park  and 
resort  property  for  the  purpose  of  valuation  findings.  Re  Portland  R. 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

S.  Property  only  partially  used, 

284.  Property  not  wholly  used  for  the  public  service  cannot  be  esti- 
mated at  its  full  value  for  rate  making.  Re  Charles  Town  Water  Co 
(W.  Va,)   P.U.R.1916D,  725. 

285.  Only  the  part  of  land  owned  by  a  gas  company  that  was 
actually  occupied  should  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

286.  Land  upon  which  a  warehouse  was  erected  was  valued  for  rate- 
making  purposes  at  one  half  its  cost,  where,  although  not  more  than 
one  third  was  covered  by  the  warehouse  and  the  necessary  space  for 
roadways  surrounding  it,  a  certain  amount  of  the  remaining  land  was 
used  for  furnishing  earth  for  fill.  Re  Farmers*  Co-op.  Union  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  271. 

287.  A  water  company  is  not  entitled  to  the  full  cost  or  reproduction 
value  of  its  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  the  system  was  de- 
signed and  built  primarily  to  produce  water  for  lands  being  sold  by  its 
builders,  and  was,  in  consequence,  extended  beyond  where  it  would  have 
been,  had  it  been  intended  only  to  serve  consumers  other  than  pur- 
chasers of  land.     Re  Sweetwater  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  237. 

288.  In  valuing  the  electrical  property  of  a  utility  purchasing  its 
current,  the  reasonable  value  of  its  steam-generating  station  reserve 
equipment  was  included  although  allowance  was  also  made  for  the  pur- 
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chased  current  transmission  line,  and  one  system  was  somewliat  a  need* 
less  duplication  of  the  other.  Belleville  ▼.  St  Clair  County  Gas  it  E. 
Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.lOieB,  24. 

280.  Forty-two  acres  of  a  148.3  acre  tract  was  held  adequate  in  a 
rate  valuation  for  station  yards  at  a  terminus  of  a  railroad  having  70. 
miles  of  track  and  a  small  amount  of  rolling  stock,  and  operating  only 
ohe  train  each  way  daily  with  no  probability  of  a  material  expansion  of 
business.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C. 
3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

P.  Property  not  used  but  necessartty  acquired. 

200.  Land  not  used  in  public  service  cannot  be  included  in  a  rate 
valuation  lUthongh  the  utility  was  obliged  to  purchase  the  land  to  se- 
eure  neeeasary  water  rights  for  the  operation  of  its  plant.  Redding  v 
Northern  California  Power  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

10.  Property  used  but  not  necessary. 

291.  A  water  reservoir  supplying  a  few  customers  who  could  be  sup- 
plied without  it  at  practically  no  additional  expense,  should  not  be 
included  in  a  rate  valuation.  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water  k  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJt.l916F,  782. 

292.  The  generating  plant  and  equipment  and  water  rights  of  a  hydro- 
electric company  will  not  be  eliminated  from  a  valuation  of  its  prop- 
erty for  rate-making  purposes,  on  the  theory  that  electricity  can  be 
purchased  for  less  than  the  generating  cost,  where  there  is  no  more 
than  a  mere  presumption  of  lower  cost,  where  stockholders  invested  in 
good  iaitb  when  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to  obtain  electricity  by 
means  of  a  generating  plant,  and  where  there  is  less  liability  of  inter- 
ruption to  service  in  using  the  generating  plant.  Taylor  v.  Northwest 
Light  k  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

293.  No  allowance  can  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  an  invest* 
ment  in  an  additional  pipe  line  found  to  be  unnecessary  for  publie 
service.    Re  Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  788. 

o.  Property  not  owned  by  utility. 

1.  In  general. 

294.  A  site  for  a  power  house  and  other  structures  granted  by  a  city 
to  a  water  company  to  use  so  long  as  it  is  occupied  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  water  should  not  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re 
Chillicothe  Gas  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

295.  An  abutment  to  a  water  company's  dam  constructed  by  a  rail- 
road company  at  its  own  expense  to  straighten  its  tracks  cannot  be 
included  in  a  water-rate  valuation.  Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water 
Co.   (Pa.)   P.U,R.1916E,  962. 

2.  Leased  property. 

296.  297.  Land  held  by  utilities  under  99-year  leases,  renewable  f6r- 
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ever,  ahcmld  be  treated  in  an  Ohio  valuation  as  held  under  fee-simple 
titles.    Re  Cincinnati  Oas  &  £.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  416. 

298.  The  value  of  terminal  lands  held  under  lease  should  not  be  in- 
cluded in  the  findings  as  to  the  value  of  utility  property.  Re  Portland 
R.  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

299.  In  fixing  the  reproduction  value  of  an  electric  plant,  an  allow- 
ance was  made  for  an  amount  sufficient  to  provide  the  land  used,  or 
other  suitable  land,  although  the  land  was  only  leased.  Bly  v.  Win- 
slow  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  227. 

300.  Natural  gas  leaseholds  have  no  value  beyond  the  material  in 
wells  and  warehouses,  where  earnings  scarcely  exceed  expenses.  Landon 
V.  Lawrence   (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

301.  In  valuing  natural  gas  leases  for  rate  making,  the  utility 
is  entitled  to  be  allowed,  at  its  wells,  the  same  price  tor  its  gas 
that  it  was  obliged  to  pay  other  producers  similarly  situated,  and  the 
mining  properties  should  be  credited  with  their  net  earnings.  Landon 
V.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  331. 

d.  Effect  of  mode  of  acquiring  property. 

1,  Donated  property  generally, 

302.  The  cost  of  installing  gas  services  not  incurred  by  the  company 
cannot  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens' 
Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

303.  A  water  company  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  on'  the  fair  value 
of  donated  water  pipes;  but  their  use  value  is  not  measured  by  their 
cost.    Re  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  896. 

304.  The  full  value  of  donated  lands  was  Included  in  finding  the  re- 
production cost  of  a  railroad  for  general  purposes.  Re  Central  P.  R 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  846. 

305.  An  allowance  must  be  made  for  sacrifices  in  dividends  by  stock- 
holders, or  for  contributions  in  cash,  or  services  by  others,  in  deter- 
mining the  value  upon  which  a  company  Is  entitled  to  earn  a  retura. 
Re  Platte  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R1916D,  63. 

306.  Evidence  that  a  portion  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  was 
built  out  of  gifts  or  paid  for  out  of  income  is  immaterial  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  since  the  basis  of  rate  mak'mg  must 
be  the  value  of  the  property  used  in  the  public  service.  Board  of  Trade 
V.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  688. 

2.  Service  connections  paid  for  by  consumers, 

307.  Service  lines  which  a  water  utility  has  required  consumers  to 
install  should  not  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Thayer  v.  Beaver 
Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

308.  Service  connections  paid  for  and  owned  by  the  consumer  should 
not  be  included  in  the  inventory  of  a  water  company's  property  for  rate 
making.    Re  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

309.  The  value  of  service  connections  paid  for  by  the  consumers  should 
not  be  included  in  the  valuation  for  rate  making,  especially  where  it  is 
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agreed  that  the  connections  shall  be  the  property  of  the  consumer.     Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 


3*  Property  paid  for  out  of  aurpltia  earnings. 

310.  Additions  and  betterments  paid  for  out  of  earnings  form  no  part 
of  the  investment  to  be  taken  as  the  basis  for  rate  making.  Bay  State 
Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

311.  In  determining  the  fair  return  on  the  amount  of  capital  honestly 
and  prudently  invested,  and  having  in  view  the  value  of  the  service 
to  the  consumer,  extensions  and  betterments  paid  for  out  of  moneys 
otherwise  available  for  dividends  may  be  capitalized  where  the  amounts 
available  for  such  purposes  were  at  no  time  exorbitant,  and  in  many 
instances  far  below  a  fair  return  on  the  investment.  Re  Bridgeport 
Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  253. 

312.  The  cost  of  setting  meters,  incandescent  lamps,  services,  and  in- 
terest on  construction  and  overhead  expenses  on  construction,  although 
paid  for  out  of  earnings  and  originally  charged  on  the  book  to  operat- 
ing expenses,  are  proper  capital  charges  to  b^  included  in  finding  l^r 
actual  investment  of  an  electrical  utility  in  a  municipal  acquisition 
valuation.     Re  Los  Angeles    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F,  593. 

313.  So  much  of  surplus  earnings  reinvested  in  a  street  railway  as 
are  used  for  replacements,  together  with  accrued  depreciation,  for 
which  no  provision  has  been  made,  must  be  deducted  after  allowing 
for  appreciation  of  the  land,  in  ascertaining  proper  capital  charges  for 
determining  the  amount  of  bonds  that  may  be  issued  to  refund  certifi- 
cates of  indebtedness  issued  against  the  investments.  Re  Dry  Dock  & 
E.  B.  &  B.  R.  O).   (N.  y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  551. 

314.  An  allowance  was  made  for  investment  from  earnings  the  same 
as  for  new  capital,  in  investigating  the  rates  of  a  natural  gas  company, 
although,  as  a  general  proposition,  investment  from  earnings  is  not 
entitled  to  be  considered  upon  the  same  basis  as  new  investment  in  rate 
making.     Landon  v.  Lawrence   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

4.  Property  paid  for  out  of  depreciation  fund, 

315.  A  utility  may  capitalize  the  amount  of  a  depreciation  fund  in- 
vested in  the  plant,  when  it  desires  to  use  the  fund  for  replacements. 
Re  Exeter  ft  H.  Electric  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B,  69. 

316.  Property  purchased  from  a  new  depreciation  reserve  fund  should 
be  added  to  the  capital  account  where  the  amount  of  the  reserve  has 
been  deducted  from  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re 
Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

317.  Property  values  claimed  by  the  utility  to  have  been  improperly 
credited  to  plant  and  taken  from  the  depreciation  reserve  while  the 
property  was  in  full  operation  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
the  property  is  in  existence,  be  included  in  finding  the  actual  invest- 
ment of  a  utility  in  a  municipal  acquisition  valuation.  Re  Los  Angeles 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  593. 
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e.  Stock  in  other  company. 

318.  The  value  of  stock  owned  hj  a  merging  company  in  a  non- 
merging  company  is  an  asset  that  should  be  included  in  a  merger  valua- 
tion although  it  would  not  be  included  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Indi- 
anapolis Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

/.  BuiMinge, 

310.  The  proper  value  to  be  placed  on  an  old  building  that  is  useful 
to  a  utility  in  a  valuation  for  rate  making  is  the  value  of  the  use, 
rather  than  the  present  value  or  the  cost  of  a  new  building.  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

320.  In  the  valuation  of  buildings  the  average  values  of  labor  and 
material  over  a  period  of  at  least  three  or  five  years,  should  be  con- 
sidered, and  not  the  values  at  a  particular  time,-— especially  in  a  mining 
community,,  where  prices  change  rapidly.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light 
&  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

321.  The  value  of  buildings  was  fixed  by  averaging  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction new,  under  the  undisputed  testimony  of  contractors,  and  the 
actual  cost  as  estimated  by  the  engineer  for  the  utility^  where  there 
was  no  evidence  as  to  when  the  buildings  were  erected  or  as  to  the  cost 
of  material  and  labor  at  that  time  as  compared  with  present  costs. 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

0.  Lands, 

In  In  general. 

See  also  supra,  264,  272,  282,  283,  285,  286,  289,  290,  304. 
Allowance  for  overhead  expense  for  buying  and  holding  land,  see  supra, 
132,  184. 

Discussion  as  to  use  of  market  value  in  valuing  land,  P.U.R.1916F, 
p.  652. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  valuation  of  land.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1105. 

322.  The  consideration  in  railroad  right  of  way  deeds  is  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  amount  paid,  to  be  considered  with  other  factors  in  a 
rate-valuation  proceeding.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916C,  607  (S.  C.  3  Mo,  P.  S,  C.  R.  1). 

323.  In  valuing  the  land  occupied  by  a  steam  electric  gaierating 
plant,  the  Montana  Commission  allowed  five  times  its  normal  value 
because  of  its  proximity  to  the  source  of  fuel  supply.  Roundup  v. 
Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.   (Mont.)  P.U.R.19ieD,  398. 

324.  The  estimate  of  the  value  of  a  water  company's  land  for  rate 
making  should  not  be  based  solely  on  its  use  for  residential  purposes, 
since  its  value  for  all  the  uses  to  which  ft  may  be  put,  includlnjr  its 
value  for  water  producing,  should  be  considered.  Re  San  Gabriel  Val- 
ley Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  895. 
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2*  Opiniou  evidence, 

325.  In  fixing  the  value  of  land  in  rate  making,  a  ^vitness  cannot  con* 
sider  the  character  and  personality  of  the  seller  or  an  amount  ^that  the 
owner  may  try  to  obtain  in  excess  of  the  fair  market  value.  Monahan 
V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

326.  The  value  of  land  of  a  utility  was  fixed  by  taking  the  averag9 
of  the  values  given  by  witnesses  for  the  opposing  parties,  where  thi§ 
appeared  to  be  the  reasonable,  fair  value,  although  ordinarily  the  Com- 
mission would  condemn  such  a  method.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  & 
Water  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

327.  Greater  weight  should  be  given  to  testimony  concerning  th« 
value  of  land  and  the  nature  of  the  soil,  by  witneasea  residing  in  the 
community,  than  to  that  of  nonresident  experts,  including  the  Comnis* 
aion's  staff,  since  the  value  of  real  estate  is  governed  largely  by  condi- 
tions peculiar  to  each  community  which  none,  but  residents  oan  fully 
understand.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

3»  Market  value  of  contiguous  land. 

328.  In  estimating  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  public  utility's  property, 
the  values  of  particular  portions  of  the  company's  real  estate  were  esti- 
mated on  the  basis  of  the  reasonable  market  value  of  similar  lands  in 
the  locality.    Ke  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

329.  The  actual  cost  in  excess  of  the  market  value  of  contiguous  land, 
necessarily  incurred  by  a  railroad  in  acquiring  its  right  of  way,  should 
be  allowed  in  a  rate  valuation,  in  addition  to  a  value  equal  to  the 
present  increased  market  \*ahie  of  the  eonti^ous  land.  Re  Rates  Mis- 
souri Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  607   (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  a  C.  R.  1). 

3dO.  A  railroad  right  of  way,  acquired  without  substantial  consider- 
ation and  below  the  market  value  of  contiguous  land,  may  be  valued 
for  rate  making  on  the  basis  of  the  present  increased  market  value  of 
the  contiguous  land.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
607    (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

331.  The  reproduction  cost  of  a  railroad  right  of  way  and  operative 
lands  was  ascertained  for  genera.1  purposes  on  the  basis  of  the  average 
market  value  of  adjoining  lands  without  the  addition  of  any  multiple 
for  special  value  as  railroad  land,  or  allowance  for  interest  or  other 
arbitrary  overhead  expense.  Re  Central  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
845. 

4,  Appreciajtion, 

See  also  supra,  329,  330,  and  infra,  460. 

332.  A  utility  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  the  appreciation 
land  in  a  valuation  for  rate  making.  Bay  State  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub. 
Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  221. 

333.  The  appreciation  in  value  of  lots  at  a  water-pumping  station 
from  street  paving,  measured  by  the  cost  of  the  work,  was  not  included 
in  a  rate  valuation,  the  lots  being  in  excess  of  the  utility's  need.  Los 
Banos  v.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  364. 
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h*  Natural  gas  well. 

334.  Natural  gas  producing  wells  were  valued  for  rate  making,  in  the 
absence/ of  cost  records  or  the  proportion  of  producing  wells  to  dry 
holes,  by  finding  the  average  cost  of  material  and  labor  in  drilling  and 
equipping  a  well,  applying  such  cost,  after  deducting  in  the  case  of  dry 
wells  two  thirds  of  the  vahie  of  materials  as  being  recoverable  for  future 
use,  to  the  number  of  producing  and  dry  wells  in  contiguous  townships 
which  define  a  gas  territory,  dividing  such  product  by  the  number  of 
producing  wells  in  the  contiguous  territory,  and  multiplying  such  result 
by  the  number  of  producing  wells  being  valued,  no  depreciation  being 
charged  for  depletion,  since  nothing  is  added  in  the  estimated  value 
beyond  the  actual  cost  for  productivity,  and  without  deducting  from  the 
wells  being  valued  any  value  for  the  recoverable  material,  since  that 
may  be  treated  as  supplies  on  hand.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

i.  Percolating  waters, 

335.  In  a  waterworks  rate  valuation  any  value  due  to  the  presence 
of  percolating  water  should  be  merged  with  the  value  of  the  land.  Re 
San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

j.  Springs. 

386.  A  spring  used  as  one  of  the  main  sources  of  a  city's  water  sup- 
ply is  of  greater  value  for  rate. making  than  $150.  Re  Charles  Town 
Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R,1916D,  726. 

337.  In  a  rate  valuation,  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  a  water  com- 
pany's spring  partly  based  upon  the  assumption  that  chemical  treat- 
ment is  imnecessary  because  of  the  purity  of  the  supply  cannot  be 
accepted  where  the  total  supply  is  not  derived  from  this  source.  Re 
Charles  Town  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1916D,  726. 

Ic.  Working  capital. 

1.  In  general. 

8ea  also  supra,  237. 

338.  An  allowance  should  be  made  for  working  capital  in  the  valu- 
ation of  a  water  company's  property  for  rate  making.  Re  Charles  Town 
Water  Co.   (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1916D,  726. 

339.  On  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad  under  §  62  of  the  Missouri 
Public  Service  Commission  Law,  the  Commission  should  take  into  con- 
sideration the  fact  that  the  company  has  need  of  working  capital.  Re 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  49  (3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

340.  A  street  railway  may  be  allowed  a  substantial  working  capital 
including  stores  and  supplies,  although  it  collects  its  income  from 
day  to  day.  Bay  SUte  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  221. 

341.  A  substantial  alk>wance  for  working  capital  must  be  made  in  a 
telephone  rate  valuation  where  the  Commission  orders  the  company  to 
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diseontiiiiie  its  practice  of  eoUecting  for  three  months'  service  in  ad- 
Tanee  and  to  substitute  monthly  billings  therefor.  Bogart  v.  Wiscon- 
sin Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

2,  Purpoae  of  allowance, 

342.  Working  capital  should  be  sufiSciently  large  to  defray  ciirrent 
expenses  and  to  purchase  supplies  without  borrowing  or  anticipating 
revenues.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19166, 
445. 

343.  Working  capital  should  be  sufficient^  under  normal  conditions,  to 
meet  obligations  incurred  in  bills  payable  prior  to  reimbursement  from 
bills  receivable.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1910C,  281. 

344.  A  working  capital  allowance  in  a  rate  valuation  should  be  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  utility  to  take  advantage  of  discounts  when  offered, 
and  maintain  proper  credit  by  prompt  payment  of  bills.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

345.  The  working  capital  of  a  utility  should  represent  an  average  sum 
which  is  sufficient  and  ample  under  normal  conditions  to  meet  and  carry 
the  obligations  incurred  in  bills  payable  prior  to  a  reimbursement  ob- 
tained from  bills  receivable,  and  which  is  sufficient  under  abnormal 
conditions  to  provide  for  unexpected  and  emergency  expenditures. 
Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

346.  Working  capital  of  an  electrical  utility  should  be  sufficient  to 
take  care  of  operating  expenses  until  provided  from  operating  revenues, 
and  should  include  in  addition  stores  and  supplies,  merchandise  for  sale, 
coal  in  storage,  coal  for  inunediate  use,  and  a  general  cash  balance  for 
which  the  customer  is  not  directly  responsible,  if  such  items  are  not 
otherwise  included  in  the  valuation.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat 
k  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  872,  rehearing  P.UJR.1916C,  464. 

3,  Items  included;  supplies  and  materials, 

347.  Working  capital  does  not  include  reserves  for  accrued  interest, 
taxes,  dividends,  or  construction  capitaL  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E. 
Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

348.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  cash  as  working  capital  in 
fixing  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  utility,  unless  the  cash  is  on  hand 
and  available  for  use.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis  Light  &.  Heat  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  446. 

349.  "Stores  and  supplies"  should  properly  be  included  under  the  head 
of  "working  capital"  in  a  valuation  summary.  La  Junta  v.  Arkansas 
Valley  R.  Li^t  &  P.  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

350.  Working  capital  includes  material  and  supplies,  unsold  finished 
products,  and  bills  and  accounts  receivable  as  well  as  cash  on  hand. 
Peck  V.  Indianapolis  Light  k  Heat  Co.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

351.  Materials  on  hand  constantly  used  in  the  production  of  gas 
should  not  be  included  in  an  allowance  for  "materials  and  supplies"  in 
a  rate  valuation,  since  they  represent  working  capital.  Conunercial 
aub  V.  atizens'  Gas  &  Fud  Co.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 
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352.  In  the  valuation  of  an  electric  plant  for  rate  making  no  allow- 
ance was  made  for  materials  and  supplies  earried  for  new  construction, 
but  the  value  of  coal  and  other  station  supplies  were  included,  owing 
to  their  small  magnitude  and  liquid  nature.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair 
County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

353.  By-products  obtained  by  converting  coal  into  gas  cannot  be  in- 
cluded in  an  allowance  for  materials  and  supplies  in  a  gas-plant  rate 
valuation,  irrespective  of  whether  they  are  used  in  the  further  manu- 
facture of  gas  or  are  sold,  where  a  proper  allowance  is  made  for  the 
outlay  in  coal  and  for  operating  expenses.  ,  Springfield  v.  Spring^eM 
Gas  &  E.  Co.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

4.  Amounts  allowed, 
(a)   In  general, 

354.  The  allowance  for  working  capital  to  cover  operating  expenses 
of  a  water  utility  was  fixed  by  taking  the  average  earnings  for  a  period 
of  time,  equal  to  the  period  from  the  beginning  of  operation  until  the 
receipt  of  the  first  revenues.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Water- 
works Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

355.  The  amount  of  working  capital  for  a  gas  company  is  not  neces- 
sarily indicated  by  the  net  current  assets  of  which  the  chief  item  is 
unpaid  monthly  bills  which  are  figured  at  the  selling  price  of  the  gas, 
and  which  also  include  profits  and  reserves  which  require  no  actual 
expenditure.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Qas  C^.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  825. 

356.  In  estimating  the  amount  of  working  capital  to  be  allowed  a 
public  utility,  the  Oregon  Commission  gave  consideration  to  the  difTer- 
ence  between  the  average  current  working  assets  and  liabilities  of  the 
company  over  a  period  of  years,  the  average  amount  of  material  and 
supplies  carried  on  hand,  the  average  amoimt  of  monthly  operating  ex- 
penses, and  the  amount  and  character  of  physical  property  which  re- 
quired operation  and  maintenance.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Or.)   P.U.R.1916D,  976. 


(h)  Percentage  allowances, 

357.  One  twelfth  of  the  operating  expenses  of  an  electric  light  com- 
pany, exclusive  of  taxes,  is  sufficient  for  working  capitaL  Mangum  v. 
Mangum  Electric  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

358.  An  amount  equal  to  two  months'  operating  expenses  is  reason- 
able working  capital  for  an  electric  utility.  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  & 
E.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  609. 

359.  Five  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  property  was  allowed  for  stores  and 
supplies  for  an  electric  utility  in  a  security  issue  valuation.  Re  Omaha 
&  L.  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Neb.)'p.U.R.1916B,  664. 

360.  Two  thirds  the  value  of  discarded  machinery  and  acoesaories 
which  had  been  in  use,  and  had  no;;  been  charged  off,  was  allowed  in  a 
rate  valuation  under  the  head  of  working  capital,  one  third  being  de- 
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ducted  as  depreciation  accruing  prior  to  the  consolidation  of  the  com- 
panios.    Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

(c)  Specific  allowances, 

361.  A  working  capital  of  $400  was  allowed  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a 
telephone  plant  which  would  cost  $0,157  to  reproduce  new  and  which 
has  a  present  value  of  $6,649.    Re  Bucher   (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  501. 

362.  The  sum  of  $807.80  was  held  proper  working  capital  for  a 
water  system  valued  at  $22,102.20.  Thorn  v.  Montgomery  Light  & 
Water  Improv.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  406. 

363.  The  sum  of  $2,000  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  allowance  for 
working  capital  for  an  electric  utility  whose  entire  property  was  valued 
at  $37,500.  Bly  v.  Winslow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  227. 

364.  The  sum  of  $5,000,  the  amount  of  cash  required  to  be  on  hand, 
was  held  a  sufficient  allowance  for  working  capital,  not  including  ma- 
terials and  supplies,  of  a  water  company  valued  at  $985,000.  Thayer 
V.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

365.  In  an  electric  rate  valuation,  an  allowance  for  working  capital 
was  made  by  taking  i^  of  the  total  annual  billing,  without  considera- 
tion of  any  difference  between  "bills  payable"  and  **bill8  receivable;" 
the  property  being  operated  through  a  central  office,  and  adding  the 
average  value  of  stores  and  supplies  over  a  period  of  a  year,  rather 
than  by  taking  the  amount  that  happened  to  be  on  hand  at  the  time  of 
the  appraisal;  the  total  amount  being  $5,000  and  the  entire  rate  value 
of  property  being  $80,000.  La  Junta  v.  Arkansas  Valley  R.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1076. 

366.  In  valuing  the  property  of  an  electric  company,  an  allowance  of 
between  $5,000  and  $6,000  was  held  sufficient  for  working  capital,  the 
fair  value  of  all  property  being  fixed  at  $350,000,  and  it  appearing 
that  consumers  paid  their  monthly  bills  prior  to  the  date  upon  which 
the  utility  is  required  to  pay  for  the  purchased  current.  Belleville 
V.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &'  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

367.  An  accumulation  of  moneys  collected  for  the  expense  of  tapping 
mains,  together  with  the  value  of  materials  and  supplies,  all  amount- 
ing to  $11,706.17,  was  held  sufficient  for  working  capital  and  for  the 
supplying  of  meters  by  a  water  company  having  a  rate-making  value 
of  $233,193.44.  Re  Chillicothe  Gaslight  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  933. 

368.  An  allowance  of  $15,000  was  held  sufficient  working  capital  for 
a  gas  utility,  the  fair  value  of  all  property  being  fixed  at  $710,917  for 
rate-making  purposes.  Re  Colorado  Springs,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
(Colo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  872,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

369.  The  sum  of  $15,000,  rather  than  $20,000,  in  addition  to  sup- 
plies on  hand,  was  held  a  proper  allowance  for  working  capital  of  a 
natural  gas  company  producing  some  gas  to  meet  emergencies  but  pur- 
chasing the  major  part  of  its  supply,  and  not  paying  for  the  same  until 
after  its  monthly  collection  from  customers,  and  the  value  of  whose 
property  for  rate  making  is  $546,207.38.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  k  Gas  Co. 
(Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 34. 
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370.  The  sum  of  $20,000  is  an  ample  allowance  for  working  capital 
and  stores  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  railroad  that  has  $9,512  of  stores  on 
hand,  average  monthly  expenses  of  $10,000,  and  that  collects  passenger 
fares  in  advance,  although  payment  of  outgoing  freight  charges  is  con- 
siderably delayed.  Re  Rates  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
607  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  1). 

371.  A  minimum  allowance  of  $25,000  was  held  necessary  for  working 
capital  for  an  electric  light  and  power  company,  whose  bare  physical 

.  property  was  valued  at  $467,435.     Re  Lockport  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  183. 

372.  An  allowance  of  $26,000  was  held  adequate  for  working  capital 
of  a  gas  plant,  which  was  valued  for  rate  making  at  $744,000  exclusive 
of  such  item,  and  $30,000  for  materials  and  supplies.  Springfield  v. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

373.  An  allowance  of  $30,000  was  held  adequate  for  materials  and 
supplies  for  a  gas  plant,  which  was  valued  for  rate  making  at  $744,000 
exclusive  of  such  item  and  of  $26,000  for  working  capital.  Springfield 
V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

374.  An  allowance  of  $30,000  was  held  sufiicient  for  working  capital 
for  an  electrical  utility,  the  fair  value  of  all  property  being  fixed  at 
$1,481,762  for  rate-making  purposes.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat 
&  P.  Co.    (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916A,  872,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

375.  An  allowance  of  $100,000  was  made  for  working  capital  of  a 
gas  system  valued  at  $1,600,000,  upon  consideration  of  the  unpaid 
monthly  bills  after  deducting  the  amount  representing  profits  and  re- 
serves, the  unbilled  deliveries,  the  manufacturing  cost  with  general 
expenses  for  two  months'  supply,  and  the  operating  supplies,  pipe  stock, 
and  other  materials  used  for  services  and  minor  extensions,  taking  into 
accoimt  that  part  of  the  expenses,  materials,  and  supplies  may  be  cov- 
ered by  unpaid  bills.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

376.  An  allowance  of  $125,000  for  working  capital,  exclusive  of  stores 
and  supplies,  was  made  for  an  electric  utility 'whose  entire  reproduction 
cost  less  depreciation  was  fixed  at  $4,852,777.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis 
Light  &  Heat  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

377.  An  allowance  of  $130,000  for  material  and  supplies  was  in- 
cluded in  fixing  the  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  of  an  electrical 
utility  having  more  than  30,000  customers,  a  comparatively  large  com- 
mercial lighting,  and  a  comparatively  small  power  and  heat  business, 
annual  gross  earnings  of  nearly  $1,500,000,  and  whose  entire  property 
cost  $4,852,777  to  reproduce  less  depreciation.  Peck  v.  Indianapolis 
Light  &  Heat  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

378.  An  allowance  of  $133,500  was  made  for  working  capital  for  an 
electric  system  having  a  rate  value  of  $10,054,540.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1016C,  830. 

379.  An  allowance  of  $150,108  was  made  for  working  capital  for  an 
electrical  utility  having  a  total  value  of  $8,753,500.21.  Re  Cincinnati 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1910F,  416. 

380.  An  allowance  of  $200,000  was  made  for  working  capital  of  a 
natural  gas  company  valued  at  $7,376,618.65.  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  33L 
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881.  An  allowance  of  $328,624  was  made  for  materials  and  supplief 
for  an  electric  system  having  a  rate  value  of  $10,054,540.  £ast  Bakers* 
field  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
830. 

382.  The  sum  of  $500,000  was  allowed  for  working  capital  on  the 
reproduction  cost  new  basis  for  a  telephone  system  whose  value  for 
rate  making  was  fixed  at  $11,654,758  exclusive  of  such  item,  consid- 
eration being  given  estimates  of  engineers  based  on  average  monthly 
gross  expenses,  allowances  in  other  valuations,  estimated  pay  roll,  ma- 
terials and  supplies,  advances  to  employees  in  traveling  for  labor,  ex- 
penses, team,  etc.,  luicollected  earnings,  and  bank  deposits  drawing  no 
iii««rwt.    Be  On— pcak»  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)   P.U.K.1916C,  925. 

IX.  Valuation  of  particular  Icinde  of  intangible  property. 

a.  In  qeneral. 

383.  Consideration  was  given  to  the  going  value,  water  rights,  work- 
ing capital,  and  miscellaneous  construction  and  equipment  expense,  in 
valuing  a  hy4ro-«lectrio  plant  for  rate^making  purposes,  although  no 
separate  and  distinct  value  was  fixed  for  each  of  such  elements.  Tay- 
lor V.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.tJ.R.1916A,  372. 

384.  In  valuing  a  gas  utility  for  rate  making,  the  item,  ''premiums 
paid  on  bonds,"  a  subitem  of  "other  intangibles,"  was  not  allowed,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  payment  was  unnecessary,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  bonds  did  not  actually  change  hands,  but  were  transferred  from 
one  corporation  to  anothier,  controlled  by  the  same  individuals.  Mantua 
Twp.  V.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

&.  Going  value. 

Rates  for  utility  whose  business  is  in  the  development  stage,  see  Re- 
turn, 168,  169. 

Right  to  increased  earnings  because  of  failure  to  earn  expected  profits 
in  early  years,  see  Return^  122. 

Definitions  of  going  value,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  655. 
1,  Allowance  of, 

(a)   In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  allowances  for  going  value.  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1108. 

385.  An  allowance  should  be  made  for  "going  value"  of  a  water 
plant  in  valuing  the  property  for  rate  making.  Commercial  Club  v. 
Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916B,   180. 

386.  No  allowance  for  development  cost  or  past  inadequacy  of  return 
will  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  where  no  proof  is  offered  of  either, 
and  where  full  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty valued  is  a  going  concern  in  successful  operation.  Re  Trenton  d 
M.  C.  Traction  Corp.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916B,  232. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


632  VALUATION,  IX.  b,  1. 

.  387.  No  allowance  can  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  losses  during 
the  lean  years,  where  the  utility,  for  reasons  of  its  own,  purposely 
made  a  rate  below  the  cost  of  the  service  during  those  years.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Consumers'  Ditch  Co.  •  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
464. 

388.  An  electric  utility  has  a  substantial  going  value  that  may  be 
considered  in  a  stock  purchase  case,  where  it  appears  that  the  seller 
has  an  established  business,  well  past  the  development  sta^e,  that  has 
earned  $512,261.53,  gross,  and  $312,080.56,  net,  iji  the  last  five  years, 
and  that  dividends,  after  setting  aside  5  per  cent  of  gross  income  to 
depreciation,  have  averaged  5.67  per  cent  on  the  capital  stock.  Ke  Cen- 
tral Maine  Power  Co.    (Me.)    P,U.R.1916A,  930.. 

389.  No  allowance  will  be  made  for  development  cost  in  a  rate  valu- 
ation because  of  deficiency  in  depreciation  reserve,  where  cash  and  stock 
dividends  were  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  a  proper  reserve,  it  being 
fair  for  the  stockholders,  rather  than  the  public,  to  provide  for  such 
deficiency.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.^>).  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
940. 

(b)  Where  utility  4s  operated  by  receiver. 

390.  That  a  natural  gas  company  has  been  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver 
for  over  three  years,  and  that  it  has  more  customers  than  it  can  prop- 
erly serve,  were  considered  in.  ascertaining .  the  going  value  in  a  rate 
valuation.     Landon  v.  Lawrence    (Kan.)    P.U.R.1916B,  331. 

391.  In  a  street  railway  reorganization  valuation,  consideration  may 
be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  system  is  being  successfully  operated  by 
an  effective  organization,  without  making  a  separate  allowance  for 
intangible  value,  although  the  properties  are  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver.   Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (S.  C,  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  593). 

(c)   Plant  considered  as  going  concern* 

392.  Thft'  fact  that  the  state  awards  a  franchise  to  a  utility  does  not 
of  itself  substantiate  a  claim  for  value  as  a  going  concern.  Thayer  v. 
Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

393.  The  fact  that  a  gas  plant  is  in  successful  operation  must  be 
considered  in  a  rate  valuation.  Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens'  Gas  & 
Fuel  Co.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

394.  The  fact  that  a  utility  is  a  live  and  going  concern  may  give  it 
a  going  value  for  rate  making  although  early  losses  have  been  re- 
couped. Peck  V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1916B, 
445. 

395.  Consideration  was  given  to  the  going  value  of  an  electric  utility, 
in  valuing  the  property  for  rate-making  purposes,  although  the  utility 
had  averaged  reasonable  annual  net  returni^  upon  the  investment.  Bly 
V.  Winslow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.    (Ariz.)   P.U.R.191GA,  227, 

306.  The  fact  that  a  plant  with  a  developed  business  has  a  greater 
value  than  if  it  is  without  consumers  or  income,  and  that  such  develop- 
ment involves  time  and  deficits,  must  be  considered  in  a  rate  valuation. 
Smith  V.  City  Water  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.191GB,  1068. 
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397.  Upon  the  reorganization  of  a  railroad  nnder  §  62  of  the  Mis- 
souri Pubtio  Service  Commission  law,  the  Commission  should  talce  into 
account  the  fact  that  the  property  is  being  successfully  operated  with 
an  efficient  working  organization,  although  the  finances  of  the  company 
may  not  have  been  working  successfully.  Re  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.lWdF,  49  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664). 

(d)   Specific  aUotvances. 

308.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  for  going  value  was  made  in  a  merger 
valuation  of  a  telephone  company.  Be  Indianapolis  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  507. 

309.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  was  made  for  going  value  in  a  gas 
rate  valuation,  in  view  of  the  financial  history  of  the  utility.  Com- 
mercial CWb  V.  Citizen'  Gas  ft  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

400.  The  sum  of  $400,000  was  allowed  for  going  value  of  an  electric 
utility  that  had  30,000  customers,  an  annual  gross  revenue  of  nearly 
$1,500,000,  had  paid  substantial  dividends  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
would  cost  $4,852,777  to  reproduce  less  depreciation,  exclusive  of  going 
value,  although  early  losses  had  been  recouped.  Peek  v.  Indianapolis 
Light  ft  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

2,  How  determined, 

(a)  In  general. 

401.  Going  value  must  be  determined  by  the  facts  of  the  particular 
ease,  and  not  by  any  "rules  of  thimib,"  such  as  25  per  cent  of  the 
physical  value,  or  $30  for  each  consumer,  or  $5  for  each  inhabitant. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  ft  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

402.  A  smaller  rate  valuation  percentage  allowance  for  the  cost  of 
organizing  and  developing  a  business  will  be  made  wh^n  the  cost  is 
regarded  as  intangible  value  than  when  regarded  as  an  overhead  charge, 
since  the  deduction  for  accrued  depreciation  in  the  latter  case  would 
not  be  made  in  the  former.  Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

403.  The  Maryland  Commission  in  making  an  allowance  for  going 
value  in  a  telephone-rate  valuation  was  not  governed  by  the  percentages 
adopted  or  conclusions  of  courts  and  other  Commissions  in  valuations 
of  similar  utilities,  it  not  appearing  that  the  evidence  and  conditions 
were  similar.    Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925, 

404.  The  going  value  of  an  electric  utility  cannot  be  determined  in 
a  municipal  acquisition  valuation  by  capitalizing  at  6  per  cent  the  net 
earnings,  on  the  theory  that  a  return  of  at  least  8  per  cent  is  perma- 
nently assured,  and  deducting  from  such  amount  the  present  value  of 
the  physical  property;  but  some  consideration  will  be  given  earnings 
yielding  a  return  in  excess  of  8  per  cent.  Re  Los  Angeles  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  503. 

405.  The  difference  between  the  exchange  value  of  a  utility  and  the 
present  physical  value  cannot  be  allowed  as  going  value  in  a  rate 
Inquiry.    Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  ft  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 
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406.  An  allowance  for  going  value  in  a  telephone  rate  valuation  ran- 
not  be  made  upon  a  mere  speculation  of  intangible  values,  on  account 
of  the  character  of  the  property,  its  efficiency  to  provide  adequate  serv- 
ice, its  permanency  and  that  of  its  subscribers,  the  unifioaticm  of  ex- 
change service,  and  of  the  fact  that  housing  the  central  oflSoe  equipment 
is  in  a  fireproof  building,  and  connecting  the  subscnberf  ^itmgh  con- 
duits prevents  impairment  of  the  system  through  fire,  storms,  and  other 
casualties.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Ca  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1016K, 
670. 

(h)   Early  losses, 

(1)   In  general. 

407.  A  deficit  during  construction  may  be  allowed  to  be  capitalized  in 
a  rate  valuation.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Ck>.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  940. 

408.  Early  losses  throw  some  light  on  the  cost  of  the  development  of 
a  utility  business,  provided  they  are  not  abnormal.  Re  Falls  Light  &  P. 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  151. 

409.  Accumulated  early  losses  were  added  to  the  reproduction  cost 
less  depreciation  of  physical  property  in  fixing  a  base  for  computing 
water  rates.    Board  of  Education  v.  Oram  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  100. 

410.  No  allowance  for  going  value  will  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation, 
in  the  absence  of  t^  showing  that  the  utility  was  required  to  bear 
losses  during  a  reasonable  period  of  acquiring  business.  Thayer  v. 
Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.    (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916E,  062. 

411.  That  revenues  have  not  been  sufficient  to  provide  for  depreciation 
should  be  considered  in  making  an  allowance  for  going  value  in  a  rate 
valuation.     Smith  v.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1008. 

412.  Early  losses  from  inefficient  management  are  not  a  proper  cost 
of  developing  a  business.  Re  Derry  Electric  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.UJ1.1916D, 
683. 

413.  Past  deficits  are  not  a  proper  addition  to  a  reproduction  cost 
new  or  reproduction  less  depreciation  cost  estimate  of  public  utility 
property,  although  it  may  be  proper  to  consider  past  deficits  in  con- 
nection with  past  investments  or  costs.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  4t  P.  Co. 
(Or.)   P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

414.  The  amount  of  early  deficits  is  not  a  measure,  but  merely  an 
indication,  of  going  value  for  rate-making  purposes,  since  if  treated  aa 
a  measure  of  such  value  it  might  place  a  premium  on  properties  poorly 
conceived  and  managed,  and  might  not  properly  reward  good  manage- 
ment.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co»  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
872,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

415.  In  fixing  the  actual  value  of  a  sewer  system  at  the  time  it  is 
taken  over  by  a  city,  no  allowance  can  be  made  for  the  loss  of  a  grow- 
ing and  profitable  business  following  early  lo^es,  where  there  is  no 
showing  whether  early  losses  were  from  bad  management  and  where  the 
franchise  expires  when  the  plant  is  taken  over.  Hanover  v.  Hanover 
Sewer  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  122   (S.  C.  —  Pa.  — ,  96  Atl.  132). 

416.  An  amount  in  excess  of  a  low  return  such  as  may  reasonably  be 
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expected  during  a  utility's  development  period  need  not  necessarily  be 
allowed  to  be  capitalized  for  rate  making  on  the  theory  that  the  com- 
pany is  entitled  to  compensation  for  early  deficiencies,  since  protection 
against  absolute  loss  during  such  period  would  be  a  reasonable  guaranty. 
Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940. 

417.  It  cannot  be  assumed  from  the  fact  that  the  early  records  of  a 
public  utility  are  not  available,  that  its  earnings  have  been  high  enough 
to  cover  a  reasonable  allowance  for  operating  expenses,  including 
depreciation,  interest,  and  profits,  and  that  there  is,  therefore,  no  de- 
velopment cost  upon  which  to  base  going  value.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

418.  Going  value  is  to  be  determined  only  on  a  basis  of  offsetting 
annually  against  actual  gross  earnings  all  bona  fide  operating  expenses, 
including  repairs,  maintenance,  taxes,  reasonable  annual  depreciation 
charge,  and  a  fair  return  on  the  investment,  during  all  the  years  since 
the  inception  of  the  utility,  provided  the  project  is  properly  conceived 
and  an  undue  period  has  not  been  required  to  develop  the  business  on  a 
paying  basis,  the  amount  of  excess  of  annual  deficits  over  surpluses  at 
the  time  of  the  valuation  being  the  "going  value."  Belleville  v.  St. 
Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1918B,  24. 

419.-  Going  value  cannot  be  determined  by  computing  an  income  on 
an  electric  plant  value  at  8  per  cent  per  annum,  adding  a  depreciation 
of  3  per  cent  per  annum,  and  capitalizing  all  deficits  on  such  basis  in 
a  manner  that  compounds  them  from  year  to  year.  Moore  v.  Mer- 
chants Heat  &  Light  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  499. 

420.  Before  the  theory  that  a  public  service  corporation  is  entitled, 
both  by  common  law  and  by  statute,  to  a  reasonable  return  on  the  fair 
value  of  such  property, — upon  which  a  going  cost,  due  to  early  deficits, 
is  based, — can  be  adopted  as  economically,  legally,  or  ethically  sound, 
it  must  appear  that  the  rates  charged  were  in  and  of  themselves  not 
unreasonably  high;  that  they  were  in  fact  fully  compensatory;  that 
while  reasonable  they  were  also  not  unjustly  discriminatory  as  between 
persons  and  places  or  localities;  that  the  investments  made  and  repre- 
sented in  the  property  account  were  incurred  with  reasonable  prudence 
and  foresight;  that  the  properties  have  been  operated  at  all  times  with 
reasonable  skill  and  efficiency;  that  the  accounts  submitted  are  full, 
complete,  and  accurate;  that  they  relate  to  utility  operations  only; 
and  that  all  proper  offsets  have  been  made;  that  the  return  claimed  it^ 
upon  efficient  investment;  that  the  period  covered  is  a  normal  period 
for  development;  and  that  the  purpose  of  the  statement  is  to  ascer- 
tain the  sacrifice  of  the  present  investor,  either  directly  or  by  a  privity 
in  interest,  as  an  incident  to  which  it  should  appear  that  the  present 
investor  has  compensated  the  prior  owner  who  may  have  forborne  a 
fair  return.    Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

(2)  Where  losses  have  heen  met  out  of  earnings, 

421.  The  utility  has  the  burden  in  a  rate  proceeding  to  show  that 
early  deficits  were  sustained,  and  that  they  have  not  been  recouped.  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  926. 

422.  There  is  no  ground  for  an  allowance  for  going  value  in  a  rate 
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valuation  where  the  utility  has  earned  a  fair  return  for  the  entire 
period  of  its  existence.  Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist, 
Dist.)   P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

423.  Going  value  cannot  be  allowed  on  the  basis  of  the  expense  of 
organizing  a  business,  or  on  accrued  deficits  from  early  operation,  where 
such  losses  have  been  recouped  from  earnings.  Spring^eld  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  (ni.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281. 

424.  No  allowance  can  be  made  for  going  value  in  a  rate  case,  other 
than  considering  tangible  properties  as  being  in  successful  operation  by 
a  going  utility,  where  the  revenues  have  been  sufficient  to  wipe  out 
early  losses  in  addition  to  providing  for  an  adequate  depreciation  fund 
and  return  on  the  investment  and  deficits.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

425.  No  allowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  early 
deficits,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  there  were  no  earnings  over  pay- 
ment of  inadequate  dividends,  that  the  management  was  good,  that  the 
rates  were  adequate,  and  that  no  part  of  the  plant  was  created  out  of 
operating  expenses.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  925. 

426.  No  allowance  can  be  made  for  going  value  where  there  is  no 
proof  as  to  the  cost  of  development  or  as  to  whether  the  rates  have  not 
already  compensated  for  early  losses.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County 
Gas.&  E.  Co.  (in.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  24. 

427.  No  allowance  was  made  for  going  value  of  an  electric  utility 
where  there  was  no  evidence  that  it  was  operated  at  a  loss  during  the 
early  years,  and  the  reports  of  the  company  showed  that  the  business 
in  recent  years  has  been  very  profitable,  since  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  such  losses  as  may  have  been  sustained  during  the  beginning 
period  of  operation  have  since  been  written  oflf  by  the  profitable  opera- 
tions of -the  later  years.  Roundup  v.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

428.  In  an  investigation  as  to  electric  light  and  power  rates,  and  as 
to  certain  of  the  interurban  passenger  fares  of  a  public  utility,  early 
deficits  in  the  return  upon  its  street  car  operations  or  upon  its  inter- 
urban railway  or  gas  properties,  and  deficits  resulting  from  the  opera- 
tion of  utility  services  not  being  performed  at  tlie  time  of  the  valuation, 
cannot  be  considered  on  the  question  of  the  going  cost  of  the  business 
under  investigation.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
976. 

429.  That  the  earnings  of  hydroelectric  plants  have  annually  averaged 
14  per  cent,  in  addition  to  payment  of  bond  interest  and  dividends  on 
stock,  precludes,  in  a  transfer  and  capitalization  valuation,  an  allow- 
ance for  going  value,  based  on  deficits  from  early  operations,  as  an  item 
of  original  cost,  and  discredits  the  theory  of  the  cost  of  reproduction 
new  less  depreciation,  under  which  an  allowance  for  going  value  is 
claimed,  as  speculative,  conjectural,  and  contrary  to  experience.  Re 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)  V.U.R.1916E,  879. 

430.  The  full  amount  of  deficiency  in  early  returns  of  a  telephone 
company  represented  by  depreciation  unprovided  for  should  not  be  al- 
lowed in  a  rate  valuation  where  the  company  would  have  earned  more 
than  0  per  cent  upon  the  investment  if  it  had  charged  adequate  rates 
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and  had  instituted  proper  accounting  and  maintained  a  sufficient  de- 
preciation reserre,  instead  of  declaring  large  cash  and  stock  dividends, 
and  where  a  deficiency  was  claimed  from  sparsely,  as  well  as  densely, 
settled  territory.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.K. 
1916B,  940. 

431.  In  determining  an  allowance  in  a  rate  valuation  for  deficiency 
in  early  returns,  consideration  may  be  given  to  excessive  returns  in 
later  years,  errors  in  rate  making,  investment  in  unproductive  real  es* 
tate  or  installation  of  facilities,  unprofitable  extensions  of  service,  in- 
experienced and  improvident  management,  errors  in  financing,  improper 
accounting,  and  payment  of  unwarranted  dividends  instead  of  setting  up 
necessary  reserves.  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.UJR.19ieB,  940. 

(c)   Cost  of  development. 

See  also  supra,  260. 

432.  The  cost  of  developing  a  telephone  business  should  be  included 
in  a  rate  valuation.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  ft 
Teleg.  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916D,  947. 

433.  A  reasonable  amount  for  the  cost  of  attaching  business  should  be 
allowed  in  a  rate  valuation.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1916D,  692. 

434.  An  allowance  may  be  made  in  a  telephone  rate  valuation  for 
cash  spent  for  organization,  securing  customers,  and  building  up  a 
business,  where  the  cash  has  not  been  repaid  out  of  earnings.  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.   (Md.)   P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

435.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  building  up  the. business  of  a  tele- 
phone company  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  an  allowance 
shall  be  made  for  going  value,  in  a  rate  case,  the  estimated  cost  of 
building  up  the  working  organization  may  be  considered.  Bogart  v. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.    (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

436.  Allowance  for  the  cost  of  developing  a  business  must  be  meas- 
ured by  the  reasonableness  of  the  expenditures,  since  the  accrued  deficit, 
although  indicating  the  cost,  cannot  be  accepted  as  conclusive  that  tlie 
expenditures  were  reasonable,  or  that  the  expenditures  made  added  any 
value  to  the  property.  Redding  v.  Northern  California  Power  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  801. 

437.  In  a  rate  valuation  of  a  telephone  system,  an  allowance  of  2 
per  cent  of  the  reproduction  cost  new  plus  the  amount  of  materials 
and  supplies  was  made,  as  an  intangible  value,  for  the  cost  of  organiz- 
ing and  developing  the  business,  with  a  further  allowance  of  $5  per 
station  for  the  cost  of  selling  service,  where  definite  proof  could  not 
be  made  of  the  expense  which  must  have  occurred.  Re  Chesapeake  &,  P. 
Teleph.  Co.    (Md.)    P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

438.  Only  a  small  sum  can  be  allowed  for  the  cost  of  attaching  a 
water  business,  in  the  absence  of  cost  records,  where  it  appears  that  both 
the  city  and  a  large  part  of  the  inhabitants  were  anxious  to  obtain  the 
service;  that  a  majority  of  the  original  bonds,  the  bond  discount,  and 
all  betterments  and  improvements  for  a  great  number  of  years  have 
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been  paid  for  from  income,  and  that  reasonable  dividends  have  been 
paid  during  most  of  the  time.  Re  Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co. 
(Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  933. 

439.  No  allowance  will  be  made  for  going  value  in  an  electric  rate 
valuation,  other  than  the  cost  of  soliciting  subscribers  and  making  con- 
tracts, where  continuous  friction  between  the  public  and  the  operators 
have  discouraged  new  business,  and  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  early 
losses.    Mangum  v.  Mangum  Electric  Co.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  764. 

(d)   Theoretical  or  reproduction  cost  of  building  up  huainess. 

440.  In  the  absence  of  early  records  of  a  public  utility,  estimates  of 
the  cost  of  reproducing  the  business  at  the  present  time  have  tome 
evidentiary  value.  Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1020. 

441.  An  allowance  for  the  cost  of  building  up  a  business  may  be 
made  in  a  rate  valuation,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  actual  cost, 
on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  reproduction  new,  where  that  basis  was  used 
in  fixing  the  value  of  the  other  property.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E,  670. 

442.  In  determining  the  cost  of  reproducing  the  business  of  a  tele- 
phone property  in  a  large  city  at  the  present  time  for  the  purpose  of 
making  an  allowance  for  going  value  in  a  rate  case,  it  is  improper  to 
assume,  as  the  basis  of  the  estimate,  that  there  are  no  telephones  in 
the  city.     Bogart  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916C,  1020. 

443.  An  estimate  of  the  cost  of  selling  telephone  service  and  train- 
ing employees  during  a  theoretical  construction  period,  which  does  not 
deduct  the  operating  surplus  at  the  end  of  the  period  from  the  charge 
for  interest,  and  wh*ich  gives  no  consideration  to  depreciation,  will  not 
be  followed.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916C, 
670. 

444.  Going  value  may  be  determined  by  the  sum  of  the  present  worth 
of  the  differences  between  the  probable  future  earnings  of  the  existing 
plant  and  an  imaginary  similar  plant  during  the  period  that  it  will  take 
the  imaginarjr  plant  to  develop  a  similar  business,  assuming  that  the 
operations  of  the  two  plants  will  not  be  competitive  and  that  the  future 
rates  of  the  existing  plant  will  be  adequate.  Smith  v.  City  Water  Co. 
(Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

(e)   Period  of  development. 

445.  In  finding  the  going  value  of  an  electric  system  on  the  compara- 
tive plant  method,  three  years  and  not  five  years  should  be  taken  as 
the  time  necessary  to  develop  and  put  on  a  paying  basis  a  small  plant 
in  a  small  community.  Re  Falls  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
161. 

c.  Good  wUl, 

446.  Good  will  cannot  be  considered  in  a  rate  valuation  of  a  utility, 
which  is  a  monopoly.  Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (III.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  281. 
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447.  No  allowaiice  wil)  be  made  for  good  will  in  valuing  the  property 
of  a  monopoliatie  utility  for  rate  making.  Belleville  ▼.  8t.  Clair 
County  Gaa  k  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  24. 

d.  Possession  of  monopolff, 

448.  The  fact  that  a  utility  is  without  competition  is  expressly  ex- 
cluded from  consideration  In  a  rate  valuation,  by  §  614-23  of  the  Ohio 
General  Code.  Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph<  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916^, 
670. 

e.  Franchises. 

1.  In  general. 
See  also  supra,  224. 

449.  No  consideration  was  given  to  the  value  of  the  franchise  of  an 
electric  utility  in  a  stock  purchase  case.  Re  Central  Maine  Power  Co. 
(Me.)   P.U.R.1916A,  930. 

450.  Street  railway  franchises  cannot  be  indirectly  capitalized  in  a 
reorganization  valuation  by  determining  the  intangible  value  of  the 
property  on  the  basis  of  capitalization  of  franchises,  where  the  Public 
Service  Commission  law  prohibits  directly  such  capitalization  in  is- 
suing securities.  Re  Dunham,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (S.  C.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C. 
R.  593). 

451.  The  cost  of  a  street  railway  franchise,  appearing  upon  the  bookie 
as  a  mere  balancing  item  without  any  proof  that  the  amount  was  ac- 
tually paid,  cannot  be  allowed  as  a  capital  charge  in  determining  the 
amount  of  bonds  that  may  be  issued  to  refund  certificates  of  indebted- 
ness issued  against  such  cost.  Re  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (X.  Y. 
Ist.  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  551. 

2.  Cost  of  obtaining. 

452.  Only  the  actual  and  necessary  expense  incurred  in  securing  a 
franchise  can  be  allowed  in  a  rate  valuation.  Roundup  v.  Roundup 
Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  393. 

453.  No  value  can  be  allowed  for  a  public  utility  franchise  in  excess 
of  the  amount  actually  paid  therefor  to  the  public  authorities  at  the 
time  of  the  grant,  together  with  the  incidental  expenses.  Melcher  v. 
Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  923. 

454.  No  allowance  for  franchise  value  over  and  above  the  necessary 
and  legitimate  cost  of  acquisition  should  be  made  in  a  rate  case,  what- 
ever may  be  the  rule  in  condemnation,  public  acquisition,  or  other 
classes  of  cases.    Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

455.  In  valuing  the  plant  of  an  electric  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, no  allowance  will  be  made  by  the  Idaho  dJommission  for  the  value 
of  the  franchise,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  expenditures  were  made 
in  securing  it.  Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R 
1916A,  372. 

456.  Only  the  expense  of  reproducing  the  franchise  rights  and  privi« 
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logea  of  an  eledurical  uUUty,  and  aot  the  value  of  the  right  to  own  or 
enjoy  the  same  alter  it  is  obtained,  should  be  included  in  a  valuation 
of  the  utility.    Re  Cincinnati  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  416. 

457.  In  a  rate  valuation  of  a  gas  utility,  the  item,  "franchise  require- 
ments capitalized,"  subitem  of  "other  intangibles,"  representing  the 
amount  of  money  which  invested  at  5  per  cent  interest  will  yield  an- 
nually the  estimated  average  cost  of  supplying  free  gas  to  municipali- 
ties as  required  by  the  franchises,  was  not  allowed  aa  an  element  of 
value,  upon  the  ground  that  the  cost  of  this  service  already  formed  a 
part  of  the  operating  expenses.  Mantua  T^p.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co. 
(N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  163. 

/ 

/.  Rights  of  way,  easements,  etc. 

458.  A  telephone  company's  rights  of  way  were^ncluded  in  a  rate 
valuation.    Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

459.  Telephone  easements  in  streets  may  be  included  in  a  rate  valua- 
tion in  a  proper  case,  since  they  are  property.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

460.  Telephone  conduit  easements  in  streets  cannot  be  valued  for 
rate  making  by  capitalizing  the  difference  between  the  annual  rental 
imposed  by  ordinance  for  the  use  of  the  streets  and  such  amount  as 
enhanced  by  the  per  cent  of  subsequent  increase  of  all  land  values  in 
the  city,  since  the  ordinance  is  a  franchise,  and  therefore  the  increase, 
if  any,  is  not  in  the  easements,  and  since  their  value  cannot  be  meas- 
ured by  the  market  value  of  other  land.  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph. 
Co.    (Md.)    P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

461.  An  allowance  was  made  for  the  value  of  an  easement  only,  in 
valuing  land  of  a  water  company  for  rate  making,  where  it  appeared 
the  company  bought  the  fee  to  secure  an  easement  for  its  mains,  and 
not  for  use.  Commercial  Club  v.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  180. 

462.  The  capitalization  of  the  difference  between  the  taxation  assc-es- 
ment  of  telephone-pole  lines  and  a  pole  tax  as  reduced  to  feet  of  lines 
cannot  be  taken  as  the  rate-making  value  of  pole-line  easements,  on  th^ 
theory  that  the  easements  are  perpetual,  where  the  assessed  line  tax 
is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  lines  will  gradually  be  placed  under- 
ground.   Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R-1916C,  925. 

463.  Telephone,  conduit,  and  pole-line  easements  cannot  be  giv^en  a 
value  as  such  in  a  rate  valuation,  although  the  earning  capacity  of  the 
casement  is  a  measure  of  value,  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
practical  method  of  ascertaining  value  separate  from  earning  capacity, 
which  is  given  consideration  in  valuing  the  system  as  an  entirety.  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md,)  P.U.R.1916C,  925. 

g.  Water  ;righJbs, 

1.  In  general. 

See  also  supra,  292. 

464.  The  substantial  permanent  value  of  a  riparian  right  necessary 
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for  the  operation  of  an  electric  utility  should  be  included  in  ascertain* 
ing  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  land.  Peck  y.  Indianapolis  Light  & 
Heat  Co.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916B,  445. 

465.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  for  rate  mak- 
ing, consideration  should  be  given  to  the  value  of  water  rights,  whether 
acquired  by  appropriation  or  supported  under  the  claim  of  riparian 
ownership.     Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Or.)   P.U.R.1916D,  976. 

466.  In  the  valuation  of  a  public  utility's  property  for  rate  making, 
the  reproduction  cost  of  various  utilized  water  powers  of  a  locality  as 
of  the  date  of  the  valuation  were  ascertained  and  treated  as  appurte- 
nances  to   the   lands   occupied   by   hydraulic   generation   stations   and 

'riparian  lands,  and  these  values  were  included  with  lands  in  the  repro- 
duction-cost estimates.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  976. 

467.  The  value  of  the  water  rights  of  a  water  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes  was  held  to  be  the  cost  to  the  company  of  the  real 
estate  including  the  water,  less  the  amount  obtained  upon  the  sale  of 
portions  thereof  and  less  the  value  of  the  ditches  and  real  estate  still 
owned  by  the  company  not  used  or  useful  to  'the  community  served.  Re 
Etna  Development  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  134. 

468.  Hydroelectric  water  rights  cannot  be  valued  on  the  basis  of  the 
capitalization  of  an  assumed  detriment  to  lower  riparian  irrigated  land 
from  the  withholding  of  water  by  the  utility's  storage  in  the  spring 
season,  where  the  storage  is  a  benefit  to  the  lower  irrigation.  East 
Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  830. 

469.  In  the  absence  of  records  of  the  rainfall  and  nm-off  for  a  river 
basin  for  use  in  finding  the  amount  of  electricity  which  can  be  pro- 
duced by  the  water  power,  the  records  of  neighboring  streams  having 
similar  physical  and  meteorological  conditions  prevailing  over  their 
drainage  area  may  be  used.  Re  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (N.  H.)  P.r.R.1916E,  879. 

470.  In  a  rate  valuation,  the  Oregon  Commission  refused  to  assign 
values  for  undeveloped  water  powers  or  for  estimated  increases  in  exist- 
ing developments.  Re  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
976. 

471.  No  separate  allowance  is  made  for  the  value  of  water  rights  by 
the  California  Commission  in  a  valuation  for  rate  making,  but  a  value 
is  placed  upon  water-bearing  lands  with  their  appurtenant  water. 
Re  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

2,  Saving  over  steam. 

472.  The  market  value  of  water  pow^,  and  not  the  amount  foimd 
by  arbitrarily  capitalizing  the  saving  in  water  over  steam  in  generat- 
ing electricity,  is  the  maximum  which  can  be  allowed  in  a  transfer, 
capitalization,  and  rate-making  valuation  of  hydroelectric  plants.  Re 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 

473.  Water  power  us^d  by  a  bydroeleetric  plant  eannot  be  capitalized 
for  security  issue  purposes  entirely  on  the  basis  of  the  saving  in  the 
use  of  water  over  steam  in  generating  current,  since  the  public  is  en- 
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titled  to  diare  in  the  advantage  from  the  use  of  natural  resources. 
Re  Ocean  County  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  77. 

474.  In  valuing  the  electric  properties  of  a  utility  no  allowance  will 
be  made  for  the  water  power  of  an  auxiliary  hydro  plant  whose  cost  of 
maintenance,  operation,  interest,  and  depreciation  offsets  the  saving  in 
coal  for  the  steam-generating  plant.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat 
k  P.  Co.    (Colo.)    P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

475.  In  valuing  the  electric  properties  of  a  utility,  no  allowance  was 
made  for  the  water  power  of  a  hydro  plant  whose  maintenance,  operat- 
ing expenses,  interest,  and  depreciation  offset  the  saving  in  coal  for 
the  steam  generating  plant.    Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co. 

(Colo.)    P.U.R.1916A,  872,   rehearing  P.U.R.1916C,  464. 

476.  Water  rights  of  an  electric  utility  cannot  be  valued  on  the  basis 
of  the  capitalization  of  the  annual  saving  in  water  over  steam  in  pro- 
ducing current,  since  the  result  may  be  largely  in  excess  of  the  actual 
value,  and  since  this  method  does  not  permit  the  consumer  to  share  in 
the  benefit  from  the  use  of  natural  resources.  Re  Montpelier  &  B.  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  973. 

477.  A  valuation  of  hydroelectric  water  rights  on  the  basis  of  the 
comparative  costs  of  generating  energy  by  water  and  by  steam  is  of 
little  merit,  where  the  difference  in  costs  varies  with  the  shifting 
price  of  fuel  oil  used  by  the  steam  plant.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

478.  In  valuing  hydroelectric  water  right  on  the  basis  of  the  com- 
parative costs  of  generating  energy  by  water  and  by  steam,  water 
generation  cannot  be  taken  at  a  lower  cost  than  is  used  as  the  basis 
for  fixing  rates.  East  Bakersficld  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light 
&  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

479.  No  value  can  be  given  hydroelectric  water  rights  on  the  basis  of 
the  comparative  costs  of  generating  energy  by  water  and  by  steam, 
where  water  production  will  cost  the  more  until  fuel  oil,  used  by  the 
steam  plant,  advances  50  per  cent  in  price.  East  Bakersfield  Improv. 
Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

a.  Bights  obtained  without  cost, 

480.  No  allowance  can  be  made  on  a  rate  case,  in  excess  of  moneys 
actually  expended,  for  hydroelectric  watter  rights  resulting  from  a 
Federal  permit  to  construct  a  reservoir  and  flood  government  lands. 
East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  830. 

481.  No  allowance  should  be  made  in  a  rate  valuation  for  economi- 
cal water  power  developed  from  a  dam,  or  for  the  beneficial  ownership 
of  the  bed  of  the  river,  other  than  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  the  water 
supply,  where  the  right  to  use  the  water  was  donated  by  the  public, 
or  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  cost  of  the  right.  Thayer  v.  Beaver  Val- 
ley Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  9fi2. 

4.  Under  Wisconsin  statute. 

482.  The  policy  of  Wisconsin  in  the  valuation  of  a  dam  site,  fiowage 
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rights,  and  other  property  prior  to  the  grant  of  a  dam  franchise,  aa 
expressed  in  Laws  of  1915,  chap.  380,  §  1596-9m-l,  directs  the  present 
valne  of  property  in  connection  with  its  use  for  developing  water  power, 
but  denies  to  the  owner  any  right  to  any  increase  in  the  value  of  the 
property  and  water  power  which  may  take  place  during  thirty  years 
after  the  issuance  of  the  permit.  Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P. 
Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916D,  812. 

483.  A  dam  site  and  flowage  rights  should  be  given  a  value  in  accord- 
ance with  their  uses  to  develop  water  power  in  addition  to  the  value  as 
land  alone,  in  the  valuation  required  by  the  Wisconsin  law  prior  to  a 
grant  of  a  dam  permit.  Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  812. 

484.  In  ascertaining  the  present  value  of  undeveloped  water  power, 
under  the  Wisconsin  statute  requiring  a  valuation  prior  to  the  grant 
of  a  dam  permit,  consideration  was  given  to  the  market  value  under 
assumed  competitive  conditions,  as  reflected  by  sales  of  other  power,  the 
cost  of  development,  and  probable  earnings,  without  capitalizing  the 
result  of  enterprise;  to  the  probable  rental  value  as  compared  to  simi- 
lar values  of  other  raw  and  developed  water  powers;  and  to  the  saving 
In  the  use  of  water  over  steam.  Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R,1916D,  812. 

485.  Among  the  factors  affecting  the  value  of  undeveloped  water 
.power  are  cost  of  development,  normal  flow  of  stream,  constancy  of  flow, 
head  of  water  obtained,  degree  of  constancy  of  power,  availability  of 
market  for  current  produced,  availability  of  power  for  manufacturing 
purposes  at  the  dam  site,  nature  of  manufacturing  for  which  available 
either  at  the  dam  site  or  elsewhere,  investment  in  subsidiary  steam 
plant,  availability  of  cheap  coal  for  competitive  production,  and  the 
possibility  of  pondage.  Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  812. 

486.  Water  power  to  be  developed  from  a  dam  is  "property"  within 
the  Wisconsin  statute  requiring  a  valuation  of  the  dam  site,  flowage 
rights,  and  "other  property"  prior  to  granting  a  permit  for  the  dam. 
Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  812. 

487.  No  value  will  be  given  the  dam  permit  in  valuing  undeveloped 
water  power  »s  a  prerequisite  to  a  grant  of  the  permit  under  the  Wis- 
consin laws.  Re  Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  812. 

488.  The  expense  of  changing  railroad  rights  of  way  from  land  to 
be  flooded  by  a  dam  is  a  part  of  the  cost  of  "flowage  rights*'  within 
the  Wisconsin  statute  requiring  a  valuation  of  the  dam  site,  flowagt 
rights,  and  other  property  prior  to  granting  a  permit  for  the  dam.  Ra 
Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  k  P.  Co.    (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916D,  812. 

5.  Water  taken  front  wells, 

489.  Under  the  efficient  operation  of  a  water  system  in  which  the 
supply  is  obtained  from  wells  sunk  in  water-bearing  strata,  the  water 
supply  which  must^be  available  for  use  is  the  amoimt  which  can  be 
pumped,  together  with  that  available  in  storage  which  will  tide  the 
water  company  over  the  longest  period  of  the  greatest  demand  possible 
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with  the  existing  facilities;  and  not  the  maximum  amount  pumped  at 
a  particular  short  period,  or  the  average  summer  use.  Re  San  Ga- 
hriel  Valley  Water  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

490.  The  California  Commission  will  not  determine  that  a  water 
company  operating  by  means  of  wells  has  the  right  to  a  certain  num- 
ber of  miners'  inches  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  its  customer^ 
since,  in  arriving  at  the  amount  necessary  for  the  efficient  operation  oi 
the  system,  the  amount  which  the  company  has  acquired  the  right  to 
extract  from  the  field  or  the  amount  which  it  has  extracted  in  the  last 
five  years  is  immaterial.  Re  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  895. 

h.  Options, 

491.  No  value  can  be  accorded  to  a  water-right  option  where  such 
option  is  not  now  used  nor  useful,  nor  can  ever  be  used  or  useful,  to 
the  utility.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  464,   rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872. 

492.  A  water-right  option  not  used  or  useful  in  public  service  cannot 
be  considered  as  an  element  of  value  of  a  hydro-electric  utility  for  rate 
making.  Re  Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
191 6 A,  872.  I 

493.  A  utility's  optional  contract  right  to  purchase  a  building  it 
rents,  and  apply  on  the  purchase  price  the  rent  paid,  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered in  a  rate  valuation  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  of  intention 
to  exercise  the  right.  Re  Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  692. 

VALUE  OF  SERVICE. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  142-144,  151,  198, 
205. 

VALUES. 

Apportionment  of,  g^erally,  see  Apportionment. 

Decrease  in  property  values  as  grounds  for  overruling  municipal 

permit  to  extend  railroads  across  a  street,  see  Crossings,  10. 
Of  commodity  as  factor  in  fixing  rate,  see  Rates,  35,  37. 
Of  service  as  factor  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  63-67. 
Limitation  of  value  of  live  stock,  see  Rates,  202,  203. 
Right  of  utility  to  return  upon  value  of  property  rather  than  actual 

cost,  see  Return,  146,  147. 
Of  property  as  limiting  the  amount  of  securities  to  be  issued,  see 

Security  Issues,  34-44. 
Depreciation  of  value  of  abutting  property  as  affecting  order  for 

removal  of  street  railway  track,  see  Service,  222. 
Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation. 

VEfilOIiES. 

Consent  of  local  authorities  and  certificate  of  convenience  necessary 
under  New  York  statute  for  horse-drawn  vehicle  carrying  for 
hire  employees  of  one  factory  only,  see  Carriers,  1. 
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VENDOR.  

Free  service  to  seller  of  plant  m  -dMoriinuiatio%  M^  DlscMSUiVA- 
now,  61. 

WEMMQVr. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  go^  f<^  eleotrie  u^itjr  Vy  Commis- 
sion, see  Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessitt,  2. 

Objections  considered  by  Commission  in  passing  upon  g^aot  ol  em- 
tificate  of  public  good,  see  Csbxifmiaxe  or  Qonvsniemob  and 
Xecessitt,    12-14. 

Constitutionality  of  Public  Service  Commission  Act,  se6  Gos^tfWh 
TioNAL  Law,  I.  .  . 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  under  Vermont  .statute  to  change  or 
discontinue  highway  and  to  order  farm  crossings,  see  Gbosb- 
INGS,  5. 

Policy  of  Vermont  Commission  to  require  electric  li^ility  to  desig- 
nate field  of  operation  before  issuing  ^certificate  of  public  good, 
see  Elkctsicitt,  6. 

Policy  of  Vermont  Commission  as  to  monopoly  in  distribution  for 
power  of  electricity  from  water  power,  see  Monqfolt  and  Com- 
petition, 2. 

Liability  of  utility  in  obeying  order  of  Commission  under  Vermont 
statute,  see  Oedebs,  2. 

Town,  selectmen  as  proper  parties  to  petition  for  removal  of  railroad 
tracks  under  Vermont  statute,  see  PAsrisa,  9^ 

Commission  not  to  authorize  issuance  of  stock  upon  indefinite  state- 
ment of  purpose,  see  Secubitt  IssuEa,  70. 

TIADUCT. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of,  see  APPOBnoHMKNT,  90^  9h 
Construction  of,  over  railroad  tracks,  see  CBOSSi2f«8,  1^-18. 

VILLAGE  FBAHCHISES. 

See  Fbanchises. 

VILLAGES. 

See  MuNioiPALiTiBi. 

VIRGIIIIA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  relmilding  of  industrial  spur  irack 
used  in  interstate  eommeroe,  see  Intebstate  CommtCB,  12. 

VOTE. 

For  grant  of  franchise,  see  Franchises,  8-11. 

VOTING  TRUST. 

Validation  of,  in  reorganization  by  change  in  personnel,  see  Rede- 

GANIZATION,   4. 

Validity  of,  in  reorganization,  see  Rboeoanization,  3. 
P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 35. 
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546  VOUCHERS— WARBHOUSES. 

TOVCHEBS. 

Contidenktlott  id,  in  Talvfttioi  proMedingt,  tee  Vax^xtation,  72,  7f . 

WAGBll. 

Right  to  MBiitor  pretent  da,j  wages  ia  ftdng  oott  U  reproduce 
property,  mo  Yjojo Avion,  M. 

WAOOVS. 

Depreciation  of,  Me  DffBBCiATioif,  88. 

WAITEB. 

Powor  of  legifllatiire  to  waire  right  of  municipality  in  contract 

fixing  rate,  tee  OoirariTDTioif al  Law,  40,  54. 
Of  collection  of  discounts  on  bill  not  paid  during  discount  period 

as  discrimination,  see  Discbihination,  154. 
Right  to  waive  defense  of  statute  of  limitation  for  filing  reparation 

claims,  see  DiscBnciNATioif,  160. 
Ri^t  to  require  agreement  to  entry  of  judgment  with  waiver  of 

exemption  for  sum  due  for  service,  see  Paticbnt,  39. 
Effect  of  waiver  of  charge  to  Wliich  utility  is  entitled,  see  9atbs, 

269. 
Of  defense  of  statute  of  limitation  against  reparation  claim,  see 

Repabatioic,  38. 
Jurisdiction  of  Connecticut  Commission  to  approve  waiver  of  right 

by  guarantor  of  notes,  see  Seourity  Issues,  12. 
Right  to  require  electric  consumer  to  waive  future  damages  for 

defective  wiring  as  condition  precedent  to  service,  see  Sebvice, 

157. 

WABEHOVSS  COMKIMIOH. 

See  CfMCMnsioHB. 

WAXEKOV9BM. 

Jurisdiction  of  Gommission  over  leasing  of  a  warehouse  for  ^kt 

ccmdueting  of  private  business,  see  Cokmissions,  36. 
Permitting  president  to  store  property  for  private  purposes  without 

compensation,  as  discrimination,  see  DfeSOanffiNATiON,  42. 
Power  of  Commission  under  North  Dakota  statute  to  regulate 

charges  for  storage  of  grain,  see  Rates,  23. 
Rates  for  storage,  see  Rates,  252,  253. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  president  and  manager  of  warehouse  in 

fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  89. 
Valuation  of  land  not  wholly  covered  by  warehouse,  see  Valxzats)!!, 

286. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  warehouse  rates.  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  p.  1019. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  service  by  warehouse,  Afpekddc, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1088. 
1.  The  storietge  season  for  rice  was  directed  to  commence  not  later 
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WASHIKQTON— WATER.  547 

tksB  Avgatl  19,  althoagli  t^  seMon  lor  other  grsin  oommenotd  June 
1,  1915,  the  Iftter  date  giving  the  ftfmen  an  additional  two  and  one 
half  nxBths  in  which  tt  mH  their  riee,  without  inflicting  any  hardihip 
cm  the  waMhooeeMB.  S»  Wrnm^tt  Co^.  Union  (CaL)  P.UJL1915A, 
27L 

washhtgtov. 

Power  of  Commiasion  orar  eale  of  snrplni  power  of  ntilitgr,  aee 
O0MMI88IONS,  40. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  formerly  prescribed  hy  con- 
tract, see  CoNSTiTunoiiAL  Law,  31. 

Contracts  delating  to  utilities  power  to  fix  rates  as  depriving 
Commission  of  rights  to  prescribe  rates,  see  Oonbtitutional 
Law,  66. 

Jurisdiction  of  CommiBsion  over  complaint  against  utility  for  dam- 
ages for  cutting  off  water  supply,  see  Damages,  6. 

Power  of  CommiBsion  to  make  service  rules  and  fix  joint  rates 
upon  ordering  physical  connection  of  telephone,  see  IinxBOOBPO* 

KATE  RELATI0I7S,  6,  6. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rates  of  irrigation  distributing 
Bystem  built  to  promote  sale  of  land,  see  Pubuo  Uthjxies,  8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Washington  Commiasion  to  regulate  rates  of  docks 
or  wharves  used  for  docking  passenger  launches,  see  Pubuo 

UtiLITIBS,  34. 

Meaning  of  ''rates'*  ai  used  in  Washington  Public  Service  ComndS' 

aion  Statute,  see  Rates,  1. 
Power  of  Commission  to  terminate  rate  contract  executed  prior  to 

Public  Service  Commission  law,  see  Rates,  21. 
Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rate  base  different  from  prescribed 

statutory  values,  see  Valuation,  16. 
Actual  performance  as  basis  for  rate  making,  see  Valuation,  36. 


Change  by  water  company  from  flat  rates  to  meter  service  to  avoid 

waste,  see  Service,  124. 
In  aq»ense  for  reorganization  considered,  see  Valuation,  120. 

WASTEFUIt  COMPETITIOir. 

See  Monopoly  and  Competition. 

WASTE  FIFE. 

Water  rates  for  bath  tubs  connected  to,  see  Rates,  268,  269. 

WATEB. 

See  also  Canals;  Ibbioation;  Watess  and  Water  Rights. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  earnings,  see  Afpobtionment,  61- 
64. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  values  of  utility  furnishing  elec- 
tricity and  wat^,  see  Apfobtionhent,  72-75. 

Apportionment  between  irrigation  and  domestic  water  service,  see 
Appobtionkent,  76. 
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548  WAT^E. 

Apportipnioent  of  cogt  o£  phy«ieal  ooanaetioa  between  water  utlU- 

ties,  see  Appobtioiocbivt^.  95. 
:    Jurisdiction  ol  Conumssioii  Ux  eiUoroe  statutes,  prohibiting  railrosbd 

from  obstructing  percolating  or  sufffaca  wateir,  see  Commis- 
sions, 29. 
Jurisdiction    of   Commission    over    complaint    against    utility    foi 

damages  for  cutting  off  water  supply,  see  Damages,  6. 
*     Depreciation  of  water  plant,  see  Depbeciation  generally,  and  par- 
ticularly, 77-84. 
Discrimination  in  rates  by  water  company,  see  Discbiminatios, 

122-131. 
Municipal  waterworks,  see  Municipal  Plant. 
Payment  for  service,  see  Payment. 
Individuals  supplying  neighbors  with  water  for  compensation  aa 

public  utility  within  jurisdiction  of  Commission,  see  Public 

Utilities,  32. 
Partnership  supplying  water  to  neighboring  inhabitants,  as  public 

utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  33. 
Water  company  selling  water  to  town  for  resale  as  public  utility, 

see  Public  Utilities,  36. 
Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly,  254-275. 
Reparation  to  state  for  operating  pump  in  prison,  see  Repabation, 

5. 
Return  for  water  company,  see  Retubn  generally,  and  particularly, 

232-244. 
Allowance  for  operating  expenses,  see  generally  Retubn,  35-121. 
Who  should  bear  expense  of  booster  pump  enabling  state  prison  to 

obtain  water,  see  Retubn,  63. 
Duty  of  utility  to  furnish  pure  water  supply  before  increasing  rates, 

see  Retubn,  164. 
Security  issues  by  water  utility,  see  Sbcubity  Issues. 
Service  by  water  utility,  see  Sebvice  generally,  and  parfit^larly, 

271-295. 
Contract  to  furnish  water  to  all  school  houses  and  city  buildings 

as  including  state  educational  institations,  see  Sebvice,  2. 
Jurisdiction  of  California  Commission  to  require  extension  of  water 

mains  for  purpose  of  fire  protection,  see  Sebvice,  17,  18. 
Power  of  Wisconsin  Commission  to  require  a  cHy,  operating  a  water 

plant,  to  install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  see 

Sebvice,  28. 
Extension  of  service  by  water  company,  see  Service,  73,  82,  89,  96 
Right  of  municipal  water  utility  to  require  consumers  to  pay  cost 

of  service  connections,  see  Sebvice,  87. 
Ownership,  care,  and  cost  of  meters,  instruments,  and  other  service 

accessories,  see  Service,  118-142. 
Fee  for  tapping  water  mains,  see  Service,  142. 
Purity  of  irrigation  water  for  domestic  use,  see  Sebvice,  172. 
Standard  rules  and  regulations  for  water  utilities,  see  Sebvioi,  273, 

274. 
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WATER  MSTBICT^WEAHING  VALUE.  540 

Municipal  plant  to  make  improvements  in  waterworks  dsseniial  ix) 
health  although  cost  will  jprevent  pvoposed  Acqnisitioa  pf  elec- 
tric plant,  see  Sekvioc>  276. 

PMeenticfn  of  wa8i«  of  water,  see  Sebytoe,  284-289. 

Statutes  empowering  towns  to  contraxH;  for  water  supply  as  limit- 
ing power  ol  state  to  regulate  rates,  see  Statutes,  8. 

Valuation  of  property  of  water  company,  see  VAttFATioN. 

Consideration  of  pavement  over  water  mains,  in  valuation  pro- 
ceedings, see  VALUATI0I7,  210-222. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  apportionment  by  water  company. 
Appendix,  P.U.R,1936F,  909. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  water  rates,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
1021. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  of  water  company.  Appendix, 
P.U.R.1916F,  p.  1088. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  discontinuance  of  service  by  water 
company,  P.U.R.1916F,  p.  366. 

Annotation  on  the  right  of  water  utility  to  require  consumer  to 
pay  for  installing  and  maintaining  service  connections^  P.UJE1.1916E, 
P»  ^^' 

WATER  DISTRICT. 

Extension  of  service  by,  see  ^ebvioe,  61. 

WATER  POWER. 

Policy  ol  Vermont  Commission  as  to  monopoly  in  distribution  for 
power  of  electricity  from  water  power,  see  Monopoi.t  and  Cok- 

PETTnON,  2. 

Cost  of  coal  to  keep  up  steam  as  precauticm  agfiiQst  failure  of 
water  power  as  chargeable  to  wfiter  power  and  not  to  steam 
production,  see  Retukn,  64. 

Availability  of,  as -dependent  upon  furnishing  continuous  electric 
service,  see  Service,  154. 

Allowance  to  promoter  for  value  of  water  power  over  value  of  ri- 
parian lands  considered  as  farm  or  forest  land,  see  Valuatiopt, 
132. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  464-488. 

WATKIS  AHB  WATER  RI0HT8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  against  railroad  for 

flooding  farm,  see  Damages,  5. 
Annual  interest  payment  on  water  right  option  not  used  or  useful 

In  pnblie  serrice,  se6  RETCitN,  121. 
Overhead  expenses  not  computed  on  value  of,  see  Valttation,  139. 
AUowance  for  investment  in  water  rights,  see  Valuation,  251,  252, 
Valuation  of  land  bought  to  secure,  see  Valitation,  290. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  292,  383,  404-492. 

WEARIKG  VAZ.I7E. 

As  basis  for  computing  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  24,  26. 
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550  WSIQHT— WIMXKR. 


Of  •videnoe^  Me  E:?nmKcm,  80-29. 

Of  oommoditj  at  factor  in  fixisg  raiea,  Me  RAifi,  87. 

Minimum  wei^t  on  furniehing  railroad  ear  of  greater  earrying 

capaoi^  than  ordered,  eee  Rars,  189. 
Refund  of  charge  based  on  minimum  carload  weigki  in  exoeee  of 

actual  weigkt»  eee  Bvabatioh*  %,  Z. 


InTestment  in  natural  gaa  wdk  to  be  amortiaed,  eee  Bbtuik,  22. 
Allowance  for  oTcrhead  expeneee  for  welle,  eee  VALUATioif,  198. 
Valuation  of  abandoned  and  ueelcee  wells,  eee  Valuation,  278. 
Valuation  of  natural  gas  wdls,  see  VALtiATioif,  S34. 
Valuation  of  water  taken  from  wdls,  see  Valuation,  489,  490. 

WEST  vntomxA. 

Policy  of  Commission  m  to  interfering  witb  municipal  regulation  of 
utilities,  see  Mukicifalitibs,  4. 

Power  of  the  Commission  to  establish  schedule  of  freight  ratea,  sc3 
Ratm,  18-20. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  approve  abandonment  of  seirioe, 
see  Scirnci^  28-25. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  sleeping  car  serrice  on  in- 
terstate trains,  see  Sbkyiob,  44. 

WHARVES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Washington  Commission  to  r^gidate  rates  of  docks 
or  wharves  used  for  doddng  passenger  launches,  see  Punuo 
Utiutibb,  84. 

Allowance  to  shipper  for  loading  commodity  from  boats  or  docks 
to  car,  see  Raiss,  199. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdictiim  of  state  courts  in  ac- 
tions for  discrimination  in  wharf  facilities,  P.U.R.1916E,  p.  666. 

WKAT  TmAFFIC  WIXX  BEAR. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  freight  rates,  see  Rates,  85. 

WHISTUHO  POSTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  orsr  kMation  oi  whistling  poeto  at  hi|^« 
way  crossings,  see  CnoBSiiraa,  8,  21. 


Right  to  sell  electricity  at  lowar  n^tei  at  wholesale,  aee  BisoBiia- 

NAXIOlf,  52. 

WXETBB. 

IMsoontinuance  of  street  railway  sendee  along  sparsely  settled  linee 

during  winter,  see  Sebyioe,  228,  229. 
Ooasideration   of   increased   cost   of   construction   duriag  winter 

months,  see  Valuatioic,  6. 
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AMD 

ApportionxiMBt  of  ooste  of  pkelog  dootrie  Mrriot  wiioi  imder- 
gromid,  MO  AnosnoifiisiiT,  7. 

RaosonftbleiieM  of  role  raquiriag  eomnmer  to  ladmnnl^  utility  f of 
liabilitj  for  injuries  from  Ugh  tension  trauaiMion  lines  np^ 
on  eonsumer's  land,  see  Dauaoeb,  1. 

DepreeiatioB  of  underground  conduits,  see  DnwoiAWOWt  86. 

I>epreciation  of  esble  nudn%  see  Dipbbgeation,  86. 

Certificate  of  oonvenienoe  for  construction  of  ^ectrie  transmission 
lines,  see  ELBcmorrr,  1,  3,  6. 

Kemoval  of  hi^  voltage  electric  line  erected  in  close  proximitj  to 
telegraph,  see  Pous,  1. 

Power  of  Illinois  Commission  to  require  eleetrie  consumers  to  re- 
pair service  lines  connectii^  with  transmission  line,  see  Sibt- 
101^  37. 

Who  to  bear  expense  of  placing  wires  underground,  see  Skkvicb, 
145. 

liiunicipal  authorities"  within  meaning  of  New  York  statute  re- 
quiring consent  of,  to  erect  electric  poles  and  wires  in  public 
streets^  see  Towns,  1. 

Use  of  life  tables  in  determining  depreciation  of  underground  con- 
duits, see  Vai;c7ation,  106. 

Allowance  for  paving  street  over  conduits  in  valuation,  see  Valc- 
ATiOK,  210-222. 

Allowance  for  duplicated  aerial  and  underground  leads  of  telephone 
plant  in  rate  valuation,  see  Valuation,  249. 

Valuation  of  conduit  easements,  see  Valuation,  460,  463. 

Table  showing  lives  of  units  of  street  raihraj,  P.UJt.l916F,  p. 
S36. 

wnuoro. 

When  telephone  oompan7  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  poor  serv- 
ice from  defective  wiring,  see  SsavicB,  253. 

wxscoMsiir. 

Jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  Commissi<m  to  apportion  the  cost  of 
rebuilding  city  bridge  used  by  a  street  railway,  see  Apvob^ion- 
MSNT,  83,  84. 

Jurisdiction  of  GommiBsion  to  enforce  statute  prohibiting  rail- 
roads from  obstructing  percolating  or  surface  water,  see 
Commissions,  20. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  the  lessing  of  warehouse  or  in- 
dustry sites  for  the  conduct  of  private  business,  see  Commis- 
sions, 36. 

Wisconsin  statute  providing  for  physical  connection  of  telephones  as 
proper  exercise  of  police  power,  see  Constitutional  Law,  68. 
69. 

Policy  of  Wisconsin  Commission  as  to  determining  claim  to  border 
line  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Compkhtion,  9. 
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S§fi  WITKESSBS;  WORKING  OAPITAL.' 

Right  to  extend  telephone  into  occupied  terrlt*^  HiMer  WlflooneM 
statute,  see  Monopoltp  ah*'  CoMPBrmoif ,  66, 

Municipal  acquisition  only  of  property  exclusively  used  fer  utility 
purposes  required  under  Wis^cmfiriii  PuWic  Utility  Act,   see 

I  llffCKICIFAL  PuUfT,  4. 

Proceedings  under  Wisconsin  statute  by  Commission  on  oWn  motion 

where  complaint  has  not  requisite  signatures,  see  PBOCEDt!BB»  3. 

Refusal  of  Commission  to  reduce  street  railway  rates,  see  Rates, 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  fixing  uniform  rates  for  telephone  serv- 
*   ice,  see  Rates,  216. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  refund  of  consumers*  payment 
for  installation  of  service  pipes,  see  Rkparatioi^,  24. 
'    Power  of  Commission  to  require  a  city,  operating  a  water  4)lant,  to 
install  mains  and  connections  at  its  own  expense,  see  Sebvice, 

•       28. 

Policy  of  Wisconsin  Commission  ajs  to  enforcement  of  physical  con- 
nection contracts  between  telephone  companies,  see  Sebvicb, 
29. 

Duty  of  utility  to  bear  expense  of  service  connection  under  Wis- 
consin statute,  see  Sebvice,  87,  97. 

Definition  of  the  word  "necessity"  as  used  in  statute,  see  Service, 
254. 

Rule  of  Commission  as  to  telephone  operators  calling  subscriber 
who  finds  line  busy,  see  Service,  269. 

Valuation  of  water  rights  under  Wisconsin  statute,  see  Valua- 
tion, 482-488. 


wrriiEssEs. 

Weight  to  be  given  testimony,  as  to  proper  formula  for  apportion- 
ment of  railroad  expenses,  by  witness  having  no  practical 
knowledge  of  the  subject,  see  Evidence,  28. 

Weight  to  be  given  to  conflicting  estimates  of  engineers  in  valua- 
tion proceeding,  see  Evidence,  29. 

Consideration  of  estimates  by  experts  as  to  cost  of  hauling  com- 
modities, see  Retl'En,  41,  42. 

Weight  to  be  given  testimony  of  experts  in  rate  valuation,  see 
Valuation,  18. 

Opinion  evidence  of  value  of  land,  tee  Valuation,  325-327. 

Abstract  of  case  on  qualification  of.  Appendix,  P.UJEL1916F,  p. 
1108, 


WORKING  CAPITAL. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Dbpbcciation,  86,  89. 

Weight  to  be  attached  to  expert  evidence  as  to  going  value  and 

working  capital,  see  Evidbncb,  25. 
Security  issues  for,  see  SECUfcrrr  I8SUK8,  64. 
Allowance  for,  see  Valuation,  338-363. 
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YARD  EXPEH8E8. 

Formula  for  apportionment  of  railroad  yard  and  station  expenses, 
between  line  and  terminal,  see  APPOBTioimsNT,  31. 

TARB8. 

Valuation  of  temporary  storage  yard,  see  Valuation,  250. 
Amount  of  land  allowed  for  station  yard  in  rate  valuation,  sae 
Valuation,  289. 

TEAB. 

Construction  of  phrase  calendar  year,  see  Paticent,  16. 
Monthly  minimum  charge  as  preferable  to  yearly  minimum  charge, 
see  Rates,  92. 

ZONES. 

Fare   zones   on    interurban   railwa3rs   as   affording  discriminatory 

rates,  see  Discrimination,  88-96. 
Length  of  fare  zones  for  street  railway,  see  Discbimination,  106- 

108. 
Zone  rates  tested  by  comparison  between  localities,  see  Rates,  51. 
Comparison  of  interurban  zone  fare  with  street  railways  and  steam 

railroad  fares,  see  Rates,  54. 
Of  interurban  railway,  see  Raixs,  153-158. 
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AiiKma  Corp.  Commiadoii  ▼.  8ouUi  Side  Gtm  ft  E.  Co.  191ffF,  747. 

Petitka  for  Buapensioii  of  order  denied  (February  28,  1910). 
Automobile  Traffic  on  Anto  Stage  Lines,  Be,  1915C,  946. 

Order  of  Connniseioii  entered  on  r^earing.  Commissioner  Cole  dis- 
senting, prescribed  but  one  schedule  of  Yates  for  all  classes  of 
cars  (Felnmary  24,  1916). 

Rehearing  denied  (March  14,  1910). 

Application  for  stay  of  order  denied  (March  4,  1910). 
Harris  t.  South  Side  Oas  k  E.  Co.  1915F,  747.  . 

Rehearing  denied  (NoTember  20,  1916). 
Tnma  Electric  k  Water  Co.  ▼.  Johannsen,  1910D,  415. 

Complainant's  application  for  rehearing  sustained  (July  19,  1910). 

Callfomlft. 

AdTanoe  of  Coal  Rates  into  East  St.  Louis,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  72. 
AdTanceia  rates  for  transportation  of  coal  extended  to  Alton  group 
(November  13,  1915). 
Airy,  Re,  1915F,  004. 

Rehearing  denied  (October  11,  1915). 
Annie  Dell  Segno,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1005. 

Authority  granted  to  borrow  the  sum  of  $4,800  from  any  available 
source  (May  22,  1916). 
Bishop  Uf^t  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   1916F,  20. 
Form  of  mortgage  approved  (July  10,  1016). 
CabrUlo  Club  v.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  1916A,  102. 

Rehearing  denied  (November  19,  1915). 
California  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  311. 

Final  authorization  of  issuance  of  securities  (November  19,  1915). 
Central  California  (3as  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  23. 

Order  authorising  issuance  of  $20,000  common  stock  to  be  sold  at 
par,  and  $29,500  preferred  stock  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than 
90,  proceeds  to  be  used  for  inprovements  and  additions  to  gas 
plants  at  Visalia  and  Porterville  (August  7,  1916): 
Central  California  Tracticm  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  424. 

Condition  No.  4  of  the  order  canceled  and  company  granted  per- 
mission to  abandon  track  on  Park  street  in  the  city  of  Stock- 
ton from  Aurora  street  to  Union  street  (July  12,  1916). 
555 
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Central  P.  R.  Co.,  Re,  1916B,  845. 

Rehearing  denied  (April  4,  1916). 
Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  and  Coalinga  Consol.  Water  Co. 
1915A,  575. 
New  rates  for  water  e9tabli8he4  (December  11,  1915). 
CoQMUdated  Water  Ca,  ite^abeiribct)  IdiSF,  iT^. 

Final  authorization  ol  Issuance  of  securities  granted^  (November  24» 
1915). 
Corona  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  21. 
Form  of  mortgage  approved  (June  27,  1916). 
Form  of  mortgage  changed  (July  10,  1916). 
East  Bakers6eld  Improv.  Asso.  y.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  1916C, 
830. 
Former  rate  applicable  to  Fresnp  City  Water  Company  re-estab- 
lished an4  additional  atreet  lighting  rate  established;  other- 
wise petition- for  rehearing  denied  (April  22,  1916). 
East  Oakland  Water  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  898. 

Applicant  authorized  to  issue  note  for  $3,000  and  to  execute  a<mort- 
gage  as  security  therefor  upon  its  inability  to  sell  its  stock 
as  authorized  by  the  original  order  (March  11,  1016). 
Economic  Gas  Ck>.,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1006. 

Error  in  refer rmg  to  bonds  as  6  per  cent  bonds  instead  of  as  5  per 
ewi,  correeted  (July  27,  1916). 
Eshelman  v.  Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  1916D,  488. 

Similar  order  entered  on  r^taariog  (August  18,  1916). 
Great  Western  Power  CJo.,  Re,  1916B,  583. 

Application  of  portion  of  igsuance  oi  securities  authorized,   ap- 
proved (December  29,  1915). 
Form  of  stock  certificate  approved  (January  3,  1916). 
Application  of  portion  of  issue  authorized,  approved  (January  15, 

1916). 
.Form  of  stipulation  approved  (January  29,  1916). 
Inglewood  Water  Co.,  Re  (p^  stract)  1916D,  238. 
Form  of  mortgage  api       .d  (April  $,  1916). 

Changes  in  form  of  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  and  issuance  of  $13,- 
000  face  value  of  bonds  authorized  in  second,  third  and  fourth 
supplemental  orders    (May  6,  1916;   June  8,  1916;  July  21, 
1916). 
Long  Beach  Consol.  Gas  O.,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1004. 

Use  to  which  portion  of  authorized  securities  is  to  be  put  approved 
(October  5,  1915). 
Los  Molinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  v.  Coneland  Water  Co.  1915F,  554. 

Rehearing  denied  (October  6,  1915). 
Marin  County  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1007. 

Application  on  abandonment  of  enterprise  for  permission  to  extend 
certain  sums  obtained  through  stock  subscriptions,  for  print- 
ing, cost  of  franchise  and  attorneys'  fees  denied  and  entire 
amount  directed  to  be  returned  to  aubscribars  (July  15,  1916). 
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Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.,  Re,  19180,  43S. 

Proceedings  and  determination  of  the  Railroad  Commission  affirmed 

l^  the  supreme  court  (January  17,  1916). 
See  —  Cal.  — -,  154  Pac.  864. 
Martinez  k  C.  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  IdlOF,  22. 

Form  of  mortgages  approved  (July  21,  1910). 
Melcher  v.  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  E.  Co.  (abstract)  1916C,  92S. 

Rehearing  denied  (April  22,  1916). 
Midway  Gas  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  569. 

Form  of  mortgage  approved  October  8,  1915. 
Authority  to  pledge  certain  bonds  pending  the  sale  of  the  bonds 
(November  19,  1915). 
Modesto  Gaslight,  Oal,  &  Coke  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  19160,  747. 

Order  annulled  and  canceled,  as  the  applicant  had  by  Decision  No. 
3329,  May  13,  1916,  been  granted  authority  to  transfer  all 
its  property  to  Modesto  Gas  Company  (May  13,  1916). 
Mountain  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915E,  828. 

Provision  relating  to  applying  for  and  securing  an  order  approving 
issuance  of  notes  vacated  and  set  aside  (November  27,  1915). 
Murray,  Re,  1915F,  548. 

Rehearing  denied   (August  4,  1915). 
North  Fork  Ditch  Co.,  Re,  1916D,  477. 

Rehearing  denied  (May  8,  1916).    Upon  a  subsequent  application, 
the  Commission  authorized  the  rate  of  $30  per  miner's  inch 
year  to  individual  consumers  of  Cardwell  Colony    (June  16, 
1916). 
Northwestern  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   1915F,  1076. 

Original  agreement  modified  by  supplemental  orders    (March  25, 
1915),  and   (October  25,  1915). 
Oakland,  A.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916D,  240. 

Restriction  in  original  order  that  "the  bonds  hereby  authorized 
to  be  issued  shall  be  only  such  bonds  as  are  now  pledged  as 
collateral  security  for  the  applicant's  note  indebtedness"  which 
was  eliminated  by  an  order  of  December  11,  1915,  was  restored 
to  the  order  by  a  second  supplemental  order  (December  18, 
1915). 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re,  1916A,  799. 

Supplemental  order  authorizing  issuance  of  preferred  stock  (Novem- 
ber 3,  1915). 
Pacific  Gas  A  E.  Co.,  Re,  1916D,  276. 

Approval  of  plan  for  setting  aside  out  of  income  the  sum  of  $7,000,- 
000  within  a  period  of  seven  years   (July  1,  1916). 
Pomona  Valley  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Union,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  19. 

Order  authorizing  use  of  part  of  proceeds  of  security  issues  for 
working  capital  (-July  15,  1916). 
Practice  of  Water,  Gas,  Electric  k  Telephone  Utilities  Requiring  De- 
posits, Re,  1915E,  717.  * 
Order  modified  in  some  slight  matters  and  rehearing  denied  (Novem- 
ber 5,  1915). 
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KoseriUe  Teleph.  Ck>.,  Re  (ftlwtntci)  r  191«D,  ^7.      .  ; 

Order  authorizing  issuance  ol  83  shares  of  oapital  stoek  of  par 
value  of  $10  to.  reimburse  treasury  for  moneys  expended  for 
extensions,  additions  and  bettennente ;  said  ifsue  to  be ;  part 
of  and  not  im  addition  to  400  shares  oi^  stook  previo^a^  au- 
thorized by  Commission  in  Decision  No,  2021,  December  22, 
1014  (August  23,  1916), 
SanU  Barbara  k  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  lOldB,  898. 

Findings  by  Commission  that  the  company  had  complied  with  the 
conditions  of  the  original  order  (February  16,  1916). 
Santa  Barbara  C^  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915B,  18. 

Use  tc  which  portion  of  proceeds  of  bond  issue  is  to  be  put,  approved 
(October  5,  1915),     See  also  1915D,  1005;   19UF,  808;  and 
Table  of  Appeals  in  1915F. 
Santa  Barbara  Gas  &  £.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915B,  18. 

Supplemental  order  authorizing  issuance  of  $13,000  face  value  of 
bonds  (October  29,  1915). 
Security  Invest,  Co.  v.  Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  (abstract)   1915  F, 
1105. 
Rehearing  denied  (August  2,  1915). 
Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.,  Re,  1916D,  887. 

Rehearing  denied  (May  19,  1916). 
Southern  P.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916K,  73. 

Rehearings  denied  (June  14,  1916;  June  21,  1916). 
Southern  Sierras  Power  Co.,  Re,  1915B,  27. 

Supplemental  order  granting  authority  to  issue  $150,000  face  value 
of  first  mortgage  bonds  or  the  same  amount  of  first  and  re- 
funding mortgage  bonds   (February  10,  1916). 
See  also  1915F,  797,  and  898. 
South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.,  Re,  1915B,  38. 

Six  per  cent  sixteen-year  serial  bonds  authorized  in  lieu  of  twenty- 

year  serial  bonds   (November  23,  1915). 
Form  of  deeds  approved  (December  31,  1915). 
South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.,  Re,  1915B,  38. 

Amount  of  bonds  authorized  to  be  reduced  on  application  of  peti- 
tioner from  $75,000  to  $60,000  the  amount  of  common  stock 
to  be  issued  remaining  at  $75,000  (March  3,  1916). 
See  also  List  of  Appeals,  Rehearings,  etc.,  1916A,  p.  xxxiv. 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   1915F,  798. 

Balance  remaining  from  sale  of  securities  authorized  to  be  used 
as  working  capital  pending  permanent  investment  (October  27, 
1915). 
Tuhama  Ounty,  Re  (abstract)   1916K,  72. 

Order  vacated  and  petition  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  another 
location  was  more  suitable  for  the  crossing  (July  26,  1916). 
Tujunga  Water  &  P.  Ck).,  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  1113. 

Time  within  which  to  satisfy  order  of  Commission  extended  thirty 
days  (November  1,  1915). 
Tulare  County  Power  Co.,  Re,  1915E,  817. 

Required  stipulations  filed  and  sale  authorized  (December  2,  1915). 
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Tuolumne  EheUdt  Co^  Be  (abstract)  1915F,  799. 

Original  order  modified  eo  iu&  lo  permit  renewal  ol  nojto  lor  S  months 
(AprU  1,1916). 
United  Railmada  of  San  Franeiaoo,  B^  ISil^s  987. 

Utility  ordered  to  charge  certain  expenaea  f of  atfdilioi^  tud  better- 
ments against  the  depreeiation  fund  established  by  the  original 
order  (October  29,  1915), 
United  Railroads  of  San  Francisco  v.  Peninsula  Ri^fiid  Transit  Go.  1916F, 
1012. 
Rehearing  denied  (October  29,  1916 )• 
Venice  of  America  Water  Co.,  Re  (aibstract)  1916C,  749. 

Terms  of  sale  of  property  to  applicant  modified  (Mitreli  10,  IfliK 
Western  Asso.  of  Short  l^ne  Railroads  ▼.  Haekett,  1915F,  997. 

Rehearing  denied  (October  23,  1916). 
Western  P.  R.  CJo.,  R«,  1916F,  483. 

Stipulation  in  reference  to  value  of  franchises  filed  (August  18, 
1918). 
WiUowbrook  Water  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1918F,  88. 
Form  of  mortgage  i^roved  (July  16,  1918). 

Oonnectlcnt. 

New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  CJo.,  Re  (abstract)  1918E,  82. 

Approval  of  further  alteration  in  grade  of  railroad  ol  Korwich 
company  (October  31,  1918). 
Short  Line  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916C,  170. 

Remainder  of  double  truck  open  cars  to  bs  equipped  with  folding 
stq>s  (October  30,  1918). 
System  of  Marking  Poles,  Re,  1915F,  874, 

System  modified  (Felnruary  2,  1016). 
West  Hartford,  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  994. 

Location  of  track  of  the  Connectiout  Company  changed  (July  7, 
1918). 

District  of  Colnmbi*. 

Washington  k  M.  R.  Co.,  Re,  1016E,  369. 

Rate  of  interest  on  bonds  raised  from  8  to  8  per  cent  (November 
17,  1916). 

IdiOio. 

Coeur  d'Alene  ▼.  Interstate  UtiUties  Co.  1918C,  438. 

Rehearing  denied  (May  27,  1918). 
Idaho  Improv.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1918B,  733. 

Rate  order  suspended  until  specified  in^rovements  are  made  (Sept- 
ember 1,  1918). 
Swan  Creek  Electric  Co.,  Re,  1916F,  323. 

Rehearing  granted  for  further  evidence  (December  17,  1916). 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  k  Water  Co.  1918A,  372. 

Rehearing  denied   (February  12,  1918). 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


59&         APMIALS,  KEHEAKnraS,  AK0  MODIFICAHONS. 

Washington  Water  Power  Go.  ▼.  Montana  Power  O).  1916E,  144. 

Rebteringr  dekiied  (September  2,  1916). 
Wiloox,  Re»  1916C,  35. 

Time  for  commencing  coiratruetion  of  gas  plant  extended  until  Itl 
dlQrof  July  1910  (T^bniary  23, 1916). 

Illinois. 

Alton  k  E.  Electric  R.  Go.  v.  Ghicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916E,  83 
Township  rather  than  railroad  ordered  to  acquire  land  for  diverted 
highway  (July  28,  1916). 
Aip^^A  J-  R-  G€f  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  799. 

Application  for  modification  or  settii^  aside  of  order  denied  (Aug^ 
ust  19,  1915). 
Alton  &  J.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916C,  752t  . 

Trust  deed  dianged  (February  3,  1916). 
Alt<m  A  is.  R.  Go.  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916F,  187. 

Location  of  crossings  changed  (April  28,  1916). 
Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Jle  (abstract)  1915F,  800. 

Order  modified  so  as  to  permit  deposit,  as  security,  of  bonds  to  the 
extent  of  $147,000  instead  of  ^95,000  (March  10,  1916). 
Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  1916B,  24. 

Rehearing  denied  on  all  matters  except  as  to  reasonable  and  fair 
rate  for  electric  street  lighting  service  in  Belleville  upon  which 
question  rehearing  is  granted  (March  29,  1916). 
Rate  of  $60  per  annum  per  lamp  for  each  four  ampere  magnetite- 
arc  lamp,  for  municipal  street  lighting  in  city  of  Belleville 
fixed  on  rehearing  (June  29,  1916).  See  List  of  Appeals,  Re- 
hearings,  etc.,  in  1916B,  p.  Ixiii. 
Belvidere  City  R.  Co.  v.  Belvidere,  191 5F,  llOS. 

Temporary  order  in  ^ect  until  3d  day  of  February,  1916,  by  suc- 
cessive orders  dated  (July  29,  1915;  September  28,  1915;  De- 
cember 2,  1915). 
Central  Cold  Storage  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  26. 

Provisions  relative  to  issuance  of  stock  modified    (September  6, 
1916). 
Che$]^rfi^d  Teleph.  &.  Teleg.  Co.,  Re,  lOldE,  663.. 

Order  reaffirmed  on  rehearing  (March  24,  1916). 
Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Ck).,  Re  (abstract)   1915D,  1043. 

Permission  to  pledge  securities  authorized  to  be  sold  granted  (Aug- 
ust 24,  1915). 
Chicago,  N.  S.  k  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   191 61i*,  26. 

Change  in  form  of  mortgage  authorized   (September  5,  1916). 
Community  Betterment  Committee  v.  Aurora  E.  &  C.  R.  CJo.  (abstract) 
1916F,  926. 
Case  dismissed  without  prejudice  (November  11,  1915).  ' 
Currant  v.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  1916A,  917. 

Order  to  show  cause  why  utility  is  not  coriforming  strictly  to  the 
provisions  of  original  order  relative  to  tenders  to  ownets  of 
electric  meters  to  be  acquired  by  utility  (May  18,  $916).  • 
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DftDvUle  8tre«t  R.  k  Light  Od.,  Bto  (ftbstra6t)  19MB,  Um. 

Order  cuiceliiig  lehediile  L  P.  U.  €.  1,  of  propoied  eleetrlo  TMiti, 
by  Mibstituting  •chedule  I.  P.  U.  C.  4  (Septoinber,  U,  191«>. 
Elgin  Merchants  Light  Co.,  Re  (abetnust)  191 W,  209w 

Schedule  of  electric  rates  authorized  (May  31,  1916), 
Gahra  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915E,  860. 
Purchase  of  prq>erty  approved  (Jvily  IS,  1916). 
HamUton  UtiUties  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1919D,  175. 

Schedule  of  rates  for  general  water  service  and  wholesalo  wslet 
service  established  (March  29,  1916). 
Harder't  Fireproof  Storage  k  Van  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  27. 

Amount  of  securities  authorized  reduced  to  $I65,()()0  on  applioatioii 
of  the  company  (August  8,  1916). 
Heisen,  Re,  1016D,  903. 

Temporary  schedule  of  water  rates  estaUished  -pending  rehearing 
(July  27,  1916). 
Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1935. 

Price  at  which  stock  may  be  sold  reduced  from  86  per  oent  to  83 
per  cent  (November  11,  1915). 
Kinloch  Long  Distance  Teleph.  Co.  and  Kinloch  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (ab- 
stract)  1916D,  242. 
Time  for  the  issuance  of  stock  extended  to  January  1,  1917  (June 
22,  1916). 
Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest  Water  Co.  1915D,  1008. 

Rehearing  denied  but  leave  granted  to  file  statenaent  of  revenues 
under  rates  prescribed  by  original  order  and  to  apply  for  modi- 
fication of  rates  within  90  days  (April  13,  1916). 
Lawrenceville  v.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.   (abstract)   1916D, 
805. 
Plans  and  specifications  apprdvted  (May  31,  1916;  July  6,  1916.) 
Lincoln  Sand  k  Gravel  Ck>.  v.  Illinois  Traction  Co.   (abstract)   1916D, 
320. 
Utility  ordered  to  establish  rate  not  higher  than  the  rate  main- 
tained from  Mackinaw  (July  27,  1916). 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   1916A,  477. 

Change  in  trusteeship  ordered  (December  9,  1915). 
Number  of  cars  authorized  to  be  purchased  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  issuance  of  securities  increased  from  4,000  to  4,045   (Feb- 
ruary 10,  1916). 
Mississippi  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915D,  1042. 

Deed  of  trust  modified  so  as  to  include  only  property  owned  by 
utility  (August  19,  1916). 
Moher  v.  Pearl  City  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  191 5E,  946. 

Tolls  and  local  fees  upon  physical  connection  of  telephones  and  di- 
vision thereof  prescribed   (December  9,  1916). 
Montgomery  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)   1916P,  801. 

Authority  to  issue  $40,000  of  bonds  at  not  less  than  90   (July  7, 

1916) . 
Receivers  of  Central  Union  Telephone  Company  authorized  to  pur- 
chase $30,000  par  value  of  the  first  mortgage  loan  bonds. of 
the  above  company  (September  5,  1916). 
P.UJl.1916  Dig.— 36. 
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Mound  City  Light  k  Wsttf  Co.«  Kq  (tMmet)  1916E,  9^^ 
Ohanget  in  rate  ichedule  authoriitd  (July  27,  1916). ' 
Mow«aqua  Xeleph.  Co.,  Re,  1915E,  867» 

ImprovementA  ia  tel^hone  plant  liaviog  been  pompleted  new  idied* 
ule  of  ratet  estabtiahed  (April  9»,  1916), 
National  Teleph.  k  Electric  Co.,  Re,  1915A,  672.,  , 

The  figures  '*1916"  snbatitiited  for  the  figures  ''1915"  in  paragraph 
4  of  §  4  of  the  original  order  (December  16,  1915) , 
New  York,  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  25. 

Change  in  person  to-  act  for  New  York,  Chicago,  k  St.  Louis  Rail- 
road Company  in  matter  of  ecivupment  trust  (July  25,  1916). 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.,  Re,  1915D,  1024. 

Order  modified  by  including  as  covered  by  the  security  issue  cer- 
tain  expenditures  to  the  amount  of  $16,100,000,  and  by  strik- 
ing out,  as  an  item  covered  by  the  issue,  the  note  of  the  New 
York  State  Realty  k  Terminal  Co.,  aggregating  a  like  amount; 
order  further  modified  by  striking  out  all  reference  to  said 
notes;  supi^emental  order  of  September  29,  1915  (see  Table 
of  Modifications  in  1915E),  canceled  as  of  November  5,  1915; 
(January  6, 1916). 
Olivet  Teleph.  Co.,  Re,  1916C,  415. 

Application  for  authority  to  issue  securities  denied  as  the  Com- 
mission has  refused  to  issue  certificate  of  convenience  (March 
10,  1916). 
Peoria  V.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  1916A,  493. 

Approval  of  plans  for  crossings  (April  27,  1916). 
Time  extended  30  days  for  completion  of  viaduct  (October  18, 1916) 
Pittoburgh,  C.  0.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  South  Park  Comrs.  1915B,  160. 

Approval  of  plan  of  subway  (February  3,  1916). 
Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re,  1916B,  318. 

Certain  toll  charges  discontinued  (3iarch  30,  1916) . 
Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  694. 

Petitioner  authorised  to  seoure  right  of  way  by  eminent  domain 
proceedings  over  property  to  which  good  title  had  not  been 
secured  (March  16, 1916). 
Rookford  Electric  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916D,  200. 

Revised  schedule  of  rates  established  (May  81,  1916.) 
Saline  Electric  Co.,  Re,  (abstract)  1916F,  24. 

Change  of  trustee  in  deed  of  trust  authorised  (September  15,  1916). 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (ab- 
stract) 1915F,  1091. 
Paragraph  3  of  the  "Interpretation  of  the  demurrage  rules"  amend* 
ed  by  the  inclusion  of  a  statement  that  ''the  time  of  infection" 
is  understood  to  be  the  time  at  which  the  grade  is  given  to  the 
grain  (January  27, 1916). 
Toledo,  St.  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  25. 

Order  setting  aside  issuance  ol  8  promissory  notes  to  be  used  in 
part  payment  of  5  locomotives,  and  substituting  83  promissory 
notes  of  $1,000  each  (October  31,  1916). 
Tri  City  R.  Co.  v.  Diets  (abstract)  1916D,  4. 
Rehearing  denied  (July  28,  1916). 
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Brown  ▼.  Illinoit  C.  R.  Co.  (aUtrMt)  1916E,  98. 

Older  ktto(Ufi€4  by  requiring  rmilroa4  to  extend  videwnlk  am  l^iella 
aTenne  acroea  its  rifht  of  way  but  not  to  install  ortssings  or 
plank  erossing  for  Tehicular  traffic  (July  13,  1916). 
Modi^yiag  order  #1  July  18,  lAl^,  vaoaited  and  sat  aside  a^d  origin- 
al order  reinstated  in  full  effect  (July  28,  1918). 
GonaMrctal  Ghib  ▼.  Gitisens  Qaa  k  Pnol  Co.  1916E,  1. 

IBMU  sdieduk  authorized  pending  rehearing  (July  1,  1916). 
Application  for  modification  of  order,  and  rehearing  denied  (August 
11,  1918). 
OiUaiid  City  ElectHc  Light  k  P.  Co.  v.  Oakland  City,  1916B,  846. 

Charge  increased  from  60  cents  per  month  to  $1  per  month  (Febro- 
ary  22,  1918). 

Iowa. 

Jvdge  ▼.  Ft  Dodge,  D.  M.  ft  a  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1918B,  428. 
Rehearing  denied  (February  15,  1916). 

Iiottlslaiui. 

Caddo  y.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1918E,  820. 

Order  rescinded  (October  17,  1916). 
Green  Bros.  Lumber  O).  t.  St.  Louis  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915F, 
1092. 

Rehearing  denied  (November  16,  1915). 
Louisiana  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte,  1915A,  466. 

Order  canceled  and  rescinded  (April  27,  1916). 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (abstract)  1915F,  76. 

Increase  from  7  cents  to  9  cents  per  100  pounds  authm^sed  on  sub* 
sequent  application  (May  25,  1916). 

Maine. 

Butler  y.  Lewiston,  A.  k  W.  Street  R.  Co.  1916D,  25. 

Eight-cent  fare  sone  between  Mechanic  Falls  and  Hackett's  Mills 
divided  into  two  zones  of  three  and  five  cent  fares  respective* 
ly  (July  11,  1916). 
Central  Maine  Power  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916A,  478. 

Order  amended  so  as  to  specifically  state  the  maximum  amount  of 
preferred  stock  to  be  issued  at  $295,000  (January  21,  1916). 
Lewiston,  A.  k  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re^  1915F,  1103. 

Certificate  of  safety  upon  relocation  of  traek  (December  6,  1915) . 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  1033. 

Approval  of  plan  of  disposition  of  conunon  stock  (March  28,  1916) . 
Portland  Water  Dist.,  Re,  1918S,  1020. 

Time  for  filing  schedule  of  rates  extended  (September  13,  1916). 
Rockland,  Re,  1915B,  85. 

Certificate  of  safety  construction  of  bridge  (November  23,  1915). 
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Chesapeake  ft  C.  B.  R.  Co^  He,  1916F,  M^, 

Chrdet  aiBniied  upon  return  for  rehearing  from  ctrcuit  eonrt  of 

Baltimore  city  (December  21,  1915). 
Order  again  affirmed  upon  a  second  return  of  the  ease  frtmi  the 
eireuit  court  of  Baltimore  city  (Ja&ilatfy  18,  19M). 

BnchlgaB. 

Citizens'  Telepli.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  652. 

Selling  price  of  utility  reduced  from  $2,000  to  $1,750   (May  11, 
1916). 
Detroit  Edison  Co.,  R^  1915F,  903. 

Remaining  $2,000,000  of  bond  issue  authorized  to  be  issued  and 
sold  (December  28,  1915). 
Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  427. 

Order  modified  with  reference  to  the  railroad     to  have  charge  of 
the  construction,  installation,  etc.,  of  the  interlocking  system 
(March  8,  1916). 
Garden  Bay  R.  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  904. 

Order  vacated  (November  19,  1915)*  ' 
Vacating  order  vacated  (January  26,  1916). 
Hamtramck,  Re  (abstract)   1916E,  94. 

Order  amended  by  including  provision  for  discontinuance  of  service 
of  watchman  after  the  installation  of  safety  gates  (September 
26,  1916). 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  427. 

Order  amended  with  reference. to  the  railroad  having  charge  of  the 
construction,  installation,  etc.   (March  8,  1916). 
Plymouth,  Re  (abstract)  191 5F,  176. 

Order  modified  so  as  to  require  fiagman  at  crossing  from  6  A.  M. 
to  6  p.  M.  each  day  only  (February  10,  1916). 
Solvay  Ave.,  Re  (abstract)   191oF,  176. 

Method  of  crossing  protection  changed  (December  14,  1915). 

Mississippi. 

Charleston  v.  Yazoo  k  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916E,  821. 

Railroad  company  allowed  until  January  1,  1917,  in  which  to  com- 
plete work  of  removal  and  construction  of  depot  (September 
12,  1916). 

Montana. 

Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Great  Xorthem  R.  Co.  (abstract)  191 6E,  867. 

Order  modified  by  requiring  notices  to  be  posted  on  or  near  train 
bulletin  boards  (July  1,  1916). 

Nebraska. 

Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  81. 
Rates  canceled   (December  18,  1915). 
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Imperial  y.  Chioagov  B^  ft  Q.  B.  Oou  (abstraet)  1916B^  1052. 

Dtlendant  rmilroad  comptJij  ordered  to  establish  a  daily-except- 
Sundays  mixed  train  in  place  of  the  tri-weekljr  paaaenger  train 
established  by  the  original  order  the  service  ot  which  had 
proved  ^jwptinfactory  (May  15,  1916). 
Marquis  ▼.  Polk  Otanty  Telq>h.  Co.  19150,  140. 

Decision  of  the  Commission  affirmed  by  the  supreme  G<^urt  of  Ne- 
braska (July  1,  1916). 
Nebraska  Portland  Cement  Co.  t,  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  1915F,  64. 

Rates  ordered  modified  (March  27,  1916). 
South  Omaha  Uye  Stock  Exeh.  y.  Chicago^  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  B.  Co.  1916A\ 
1034. 
Order  suspended  pending  rdiearing  (February  7,  1916). 
Union  P.  B.  Co.,  Be  (abstract)  1915F,  84. 

Cancelation  of  expiration  provision  authorized.  (December  9,  1915.) 

New  Hampshire. 

Bassett  y.  Francestown  Water  Co.  1915B,  815. 

Order  reaffirmed  on  rehearing  (September  13,  1916). 

Petition  for  rehearing  granted  to  be  held  on  date  to  be  determined^ 
order  suspended  pending  said  rehearing  (February  16,  1916). 
Equipment  of  Lumber  Freight  Cars,  Re  (abstract)  1915E,  1084. 

Kind  of  stakes  and  wires  to  be  used  designated  (December  9,  1915). 
Qrafton  County  Electric  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Be,  1918E,  879. 

Order  suspended  pending  granting  or  denying|imotion  for  rehearing 
(August  25,  1916). 
Rockingham  County  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Be  (abstract)  1916F,  38. 

Form  of  mortgage  approved  (August  28,  1916). 

New  Jersey. 

New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Be,  1916D,  84. 

Original  order  reaffirmed  on  rehearing  (June  6^  1910)>« 

New  York,  First  District. 

Kings  County  Lighting  Co.,  Be  (abstract)   1916F,  39. 

Order  amended  respecting  conditions  imposed  by  it  (SepteQiber  8, 
1916). 
Long  Island  B.  Co.,  Be  (abstract)  1916E,  821. 

Order  modified  in  certain  minor  particulars  (July  31,  1916). 

New  York,  Second  District. 

Binghamton  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.,  Be,  1916C,  769. 

Order  transferring  the  sum  of  $77,300,  realized  fiom  sale  of  beads, 
to  purposes  enumerated  in  Case  No.  5635  (Augnit  16,  1916). 
Ciitt  Electrical  Distributing  Co.,  Be  (abstract)  1916B,  578. 

Change  in  disposition  of  proceeds  of  securities  authorized   (July 
26,  1916). 
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Cliff  Electric  DistHbuting  Co.,  Re  (iibktract)  1916D,  %d5. 

Change  ih  diBposition  of  proceeds  of*  security  iasnes  ailthoristd 
(July  28,  1916). 
Durfee,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  693. 

Certificate  to  operate  a  stage  route  by  auto  buses  attd  horses 
modified  (January  6,  1916). 
Edison  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  39. 

Order  authorizing  the  Fonda,  Johnstown  k  Gloversvil^  R.  Co.  to 
purchase  at  par  all  or  any  part  of  the  2770  shares  of  common 
capital  stock  from  Edison  Electric  Light  k  Power  Company 
to  be  paid  for  by  an  amount  of  obligations  of  said  Edisoa 
Company  (June  13,  1916). 
Empire  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916A,  539. 

Order  modified  so  as  to  permit  petitioner  to  purchase  and  hold 
entire  outstanding  issue  of  capital  stock  of  tiie  Monroe  County 
Electric  Belt  Line  Company  (September  8,  1915). 
Empire  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  553. 

Approval  of  purchase  of  6  shares  of  capital  stock  of  the  Monroe 
County  Electric  Belt  Line  Company  for  $100  instead  of  $58.02, 
as  authorised  in  order  of  September  1,  1915  (June  26,  1916). 
Fuhrmann  ▼.  Cataract  Power  k  Conduit  Co.  (abstract)  1915E,  262. 

Rates  modified  (August  19,  1915). 
Glenford  v.  Ulster  k  D.  R.  Co.  1915C,  1072. 

Order  annulled  and  railroad  authorized  to  discontinue  station  at 
Glenford  (November  23,  1915). 
Grasse  River  R.  Corp.,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  698. 

Running  9i  coal  burning  engine  permitted  up  to  8  P.  H.  (June  8^ 
1916). 
Oray's  Petition,  1916A,  33. 

Order  denying  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  certaia 
proposed  route  reaffirmed  on  rehearing  with  leave  to  petitioner 
to  move  to  open  the  same  if  it  should  appear  that  the  service  e# 
the  Westchester  Electric  Railroad  Company  is  inadequate  (Feb- 
ruary 24,  1916). 
Merritt  Mfg.  Co.,  Re,  1915F,  360: 

Railroads  given  additional  time  to  make  reports  to  Commissi— 
(October  13,  1915;  rehearing  denied  (October  26,  1916). 
Middleburgh  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  42. 

Expenditure  of  bond  premium  approved  (July  20,  1916). 
Moore  v.  Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.  1916E,  223. 

Rehearing  denied  (July  25,  1916). 
Mt  Vernon,  Re  (abstract)  1916B,  429. 

Order  amended  so  as  to  show  the  correct  amount  to  be  paid  bj 
the  railroad  company,  and  the  state  (January  10,  1916). 
Newbnrgh  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916D,  362. 
A)^lloatkHi  for  rehearing  and  for  vacation  of  order  denisd  (Julj 
18, 1916). 
New  York  k  N.  S.  Traction  Co.,  Re,  1916F,  8. 
Rehearing  denied  (January  6,  1916). 
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Niagara  k  £.  Pow«r  Co.,  Re  (lAttraot)  IVltB,  ^9. 

Order  annulled  and  set  aside  and  applieation  granted  in  aeoord- 
ance  with  the'  direeti<m  of  the  appellate  division-  of  the  an- 
preme  court  (January  12,  1916). 
See  order  of  the  supreme  emtrt  appellate  division,  1916C,  90. 
North  Shore  Electric  Li^t  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  43., 
Order  making  change  in  use  of  proceeds  (August  8,  1916). 
Clean  Electric  Light  4  P.  (>>.,  Re  (abstract)  1916D,  256. 

Order  authorizing  reclassification  of  $33,300  preferred  stock  from 
noncumulative  to  cumulative,  $21,300  to  be  sold  for  not  less 
than  par  and  remainder  to  be  exchanged  for  the  equivalent 
amount  ol  cumulative  stock  which  has  been  issued  (Julj  20. 
1916). 
tJaioB  Springs  Light  4  P.  Co,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  41. 

Selling  price  af  bonds  reduced  from  100  to  90  per  cent  of  ftM 
value  iJvij  25«  1916). 
West  Falls  v.  Buffalo^  R.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916E,  821. 

Rehearing  denied  (September  19,  1916). 
Woodlawn  Improv.  Asso.  TtanqKnrtation  Corp.,  R^  1916D,  1. 

Order  amending  certificate  of  conveniei^ee  and  neoessitj  to  coBform 
to  changed  auto^bus  route  (June  18, 1916). 

North  Caroliiia. 

Cook  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916E,  854. 
Exceptions  overruled  (August  12,  1915). 

Ohio. 

aeveland,  C.  C.  4  St  L.  R.  O.,  Re  (abstract)  1916D,  257. 

Order  annulled  and  vacated,  and  utility  authorized  to  issue  an 
amount  of  trust  certificates,  previously  authorized  by  the  C<nn« 
mission,  not  exceeding  $4,495,000,  and  representing  not  to  ex- 
ceed 18/15  of  80  per  cent  of  the  purchase  price  of  eertain 
specified  equipment,  to  be  sold  at  an  average  of  not  less  than 
98iper  cent  of  par  yulm  net  to  the  petitioner  (June  9,  1916) . 
Defiance  Qas  k  E.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1915E,  85, 

Portion  ol  order  relating  to  the  issuance  of  $70,000  in  bonds  re- 
sdndid  (Maroh  9,  1916). 
Lorain  County  Electric  Co*,  Re  (abstract)  1915F,  803. 

Order  modified  so  as  to  authorize  the  issue  of  bonds  to  mature 
in  25  years  instead  of  .40  years  (February  19,  1916). 
Middlepoint  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re,  191 5E,  85. 

Additional  securities  authorized  (December  16,  1915). 
Northern  Ohio  Traction  k  light  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  1916F,  48. 

Change  in  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  the  issuance  of  securi- 
ties authorized  (October  6,  1916). 
Shafor  v.  Cincinnati  k  Suburban  Bell  Telephone  Co.  1916A,  801. 

Rehearing  denied  (December  4,  1915). 
Summit  Silica  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915F,  57. 
Order  reaffirmed  (January  6,  1916). 
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Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  S.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  191dD,  p.  2§8. 

Ordsr  authorizing  issue  of  S3  promissory  notes  of  $1,000  each  in 
place  of  notes  formerly  authorized  (October  0,  1916). 

Oklmbom^. 

Mangum  v.  Mangura  Electric  Co.  1916E,  p..  764. 

Change  in  electric  rate  schedule  authorized  (August  9,  1916). 
Turner  y.  Comanche  Light  k  P.  Co.  (abstract)   1916E,  p.  781. 

Change  in  electric  rate  authorized  on  rehearing  (August  9,  1916). 

Pennsylvania. 

Adrian  Furnace  Co.  ▼.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  1915C,  883. 

Certain  joini  rates  declared  to  be^  reasonable  ind  cartiers  directed 
to  put  same  into  effect  (November  23,  1910). 
Dexter  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915F, 
86.  X 

Joint  rate  for  transportation  of  cempnt  from  the  Nazareth  Dis- 
trict to  Allentotrn  reduced  from  63  cents  td  53  cents  per  ton 
(January  26,  1916). 
Lehigh  Fire  Brick  Works  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915F,  85. 
Division  of  joint  rates  between  participating  railroads  made  (Sep- 
tember 15,  1915). 
Change  in  joint  rates  authorized  onTehearing  (June  27»  1916)  • 
Strayborn  v.  PhiladelphU  It  R.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915E,  918. 

Rehearing  denied   (November  3,  1915). 
Twenty-seventh  Ward  Progressiva  Club  v.  Pittsburgh  R.  Co.  1916F, 
1087. 
Order  reaffirmed  on  rehearing  (November  16,  1915). 

Philippine  Islands. 

Camara  De  Comercio  FiHptna  v.  Manila  Blectrio  R.  t  Light  Co.  191ffD, 
977. 
Additional  stop  at  post  No.  151  <m  tire  Fort  MAinley  Hue  ordered 
(June  1,  1916). 
District  Engineer  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (abstract)   1916F,  1094. 

Application  by  respondent  railroad  eoitapany'  to  hteV^  the  order 
amended  denied  (February  4,  1916). 

Texa«. 

Circular  No.  4833,  Approval  of  AppUcatioa  No.  423  of  Tezaa  Railway 
Cov   (abBtra4:t)    1915F,  94. 
Circular  canceled  and  Circular  No.  4891  established   (January  3^ 
1916). 
Commodity  Tariff  No.  9-C,  Re  (abstract)   1916D,  354. 

Orders  excepting  materials  to  be  used  for  public  roads  in  certain 
counties  and  cities,  from  the  application  of  the  rates  embodied 
in  Commodity  Tariff  No.  9-Q  (A^y  29,  1916,  May  31,  1916). 
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Vermont. 

Selectmen  of  St.  Johnsburj  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Go.  1915A,  641. 

Approval   of  construction   of  section   of  highway    (December   11, 

1915). 
(See  List  of  Appeals,  etc.,  1915B). 

Washington. 

Day  ▼.  Tacoma  R.  ft  Power  Co.  1915C,  593. 

Abandonment  of  portion  of  respondent's  line  authorized  (January 
12,  1916). 
Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Everett  Trades  Council  v.  Pugec 
Sound  International  R.  &  Power  Co.  1916B,  81. 
Final  order  fixing  valuation  of  utility's  property  at  $2,170,592.54 
and  establishing  schedule  of  rates  to  yield  return  of  8  per 
cent   (April  12,  1916). 

Wisconsin. 

Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  k  0.  R.  Co.,  Re  (abstract)  191 6E,  69. 

Application  by  city  of  £au  Claire  for  vacation  of  order  denied 
(July  14,  1916). 
Elroy  Teleph.  Co.,  Re,  1916 A,  219. 

Section  2  of  order  rescinded  (October  11,  1916). 
Extension  of  Water  Mains  of  Glidden,  Re,  1915B,  1027. 

Order  rescinded  on  ground  that  Commission  was  without  power  to 
require  municipality  to  extend  its  limits  of  its  water  protec- 
tion  (February  28,  1916). 
Gray  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1915F,  1100. 

Reparation  awarded   reduced  on  rehearing  from  $49,77   to  $22.12 
(April  18,  1916). 
Hammond  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R,  Co.  (abstract)  1916E,  89. 

Order  modified  by  eliminating  reference  to  one  of  the  highways 
ordered  closed  in  the  original  order  (September  22,  1916). 
Holle  ¥.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  1916F,  459. 

Rehearing  denied  (November  1,  1916). 
Jackman  v.  Janesville  Electric  Co.  1916C,  400. 

Adjustment  of  value  of  motors  removed  by  electric  company  (May 
4,  1916). 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  ft  Light  Ck>.  v.  Milwaukee,  1915E,  884. 

Skip-stop   plan   of   street  railway   company   ordered   discontinued 
(November  29,  1915). 
Nolan  V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  1915A,  240. 

Railroads  ordered  to  require  trains  at  junction  for  15  minutes  in 
cases  of  emergency    (March  17,  1916). 
Ottun  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (abstract)  1916B,  1054. 

Stopping  of  additional  train  required  (April  11,  1916). 
Railroad  authorized  to  discontinue  stopping  of  train  at  Dedham 
(July  15,  1916). 
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Thb  tabto  after  the  aame  d  eaeh  oaae  giTes  (1)  tlie  Tolume  and  pHB^ 
of  the  report  of  the  ease  ia  P.UJL,  and  also  any  other  reports  of  the 
sane  ease;  (2)  a  relerence  to  the  plaoe  or  places  where  the  case  is 
found  in  this  Digest.    A  heavy  dash  precedes  the  Digest  references. 

With  the  name  of  each  oomBiission  case  tha«  is»  in  parenthesis,  an 
ahhreviatioB  oi  tho  name  of  the  state  or  iurisdiction  from  which  the 


See  also  additiowd  table  cases  abstracted  not  fully  reported,  post, 
pp.  606-807. 
A  list  oC  AppsalSj  Jtohearings  and  Modifications  appears  on  p.  555. 

Abbott  Ii|^  ft  P.  Co.  T.  Parks  (Ul.)  P.UJt.l916D,  1098*-^ryice,  37, 

102. 
Aiams,  Se.   See  Beeraft,  Re. 

T.  DakoU  C«it  Tslefh.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1910F,  676— const.  L  46; 

rates,  231 ;  serrice,  263. 
Adeu  R.  Co.  T.  PaUic  Senrict  Commiarion^  P.U.R.1916B,  268  (s.  e.  — 

Ohio  St.  — ,  112  N.  E.  1080) — service,  46. 
AdministratiTO  Suling,  Ro  (Aris.>  P.U.R.1M6B,  844-^^pp.  3;  fines,  1. 
Advance  in  Commercial  Slag  BattSi  Ba   (Ohio)   P.UJL1916B,  267 — 

rates,  187, 188. 
JBtmi  Portland  Cement  Co.  t.  Qraad  Ttok  B.  Co.  {Mksk.y  P.UJU916D, 

666 — rates,  194;  reparation,  3;  return,  66;  service,  209. 
Akron,  C.  AT.  B.  Co.,  District  Mo.  « t. 
Akron  Sand  ft  Gravel  Co.  v.  Baltimora  ft  0.  B.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJL1916B, 

262 — rates,  200. 
Alameda  v.  People's  Water  Co.  (Oil.)  P.UJR.1916D,  866— const.  L  60; 

SOTvioe,  17, 18,  294. 
ABMmy  v.  Schenectady  B.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dtst.)   PJaja.19160,  62— 

service,  164, 168. 
T.  United  Traction  Co.    See  Albany  v.  Soheneotady  B.  Oo. 
Aleicaadria  Teleph.  Co.,  Bo  (Ind.)  P.UJL1916C,  41^^-Hratos,  10. 
All  Bailroads  ft  Bailways,  Oklahoma  Trafllc  Aseo.  v. 
Almena  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.  v.  City  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  PJ7JL1916A, 

210 — service,  29,  264. 
Ambridge  BoroQi^  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.,  Be  (Pa.)  P.UJLltlfiB,  432 — 

certif .  eonven.  9. 
Amendment  of  Bales  of  Procedure^  Be   (D.  0.)   P.UJL19160,  414-^ 

rates,  3. 
Amezicaa  Ezp.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.)  P.U.R.1916C,  643 — urates,  146. 
American  WOm  t.  Ameriean  Palls  Bealty  ft  Waterwoiki  Co.  (Idaho) 

P.UJt.l916E,  620— apport.  95;  serviee,  283. 
American  Falls  Bealty  ft  Watetwoxks  Co.,  American  Falla  t« 
American  Beal  Estate  Co.,  Kelley  v. 
Ameriean  Steel  Foundries  t.  Kinloch  Tdeph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.UJt.l916B, 

10— apport.  86;  procedure,  6. 
571 
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Anderson,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  498 — service,  79. 

Applications  to  Giant  Informal  Separation,  Re.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916F, 

878— ^-reparation,  32.  .      *•  • 

Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morend  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916E, 

387 — discrim.  65,  66;  rates,  105,  273. 
Arizona  Eastern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Arie.)  P.U.R.1916B,  166- — rates,  204. 
Arkansas  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  La  Junta  ▼. 
Arlington's  Petition  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Oomrs.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

363 — return,  14. 
Ashley  Tri-Connty  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Hew  Ashley  ^eleplr.  Co.,  P.U.R. 

1916B,  401  (s.  c.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  110  N.  E.  95§)— -pub.  util.  21. 
Ashmead,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  10 — ^autoa.  S;  monop.  1, 

55-57,  63.  .. 

Ashton  &  St.  A.  Power  Co.,  Roberts  v. 
AshuelOt  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916D,  TS-^-aecur.  iss.  36,  56; 

valuation,  206. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  594-.^pport.  16, 

20;  commissions,  3;  discrim.  21,  40;  ratea,  1^,  27,  33,  36,  37, 

39,  60,  171, 173-176,  179;  rfeparation,  15^  return,  128,  136,  161. 
▼.  Bowman,  P.U.R.1916F,  154   (s.  c.  —  Ck)lo.  — ,  158  Pac.  814) — 

discrim.  167,  168. 
Cabrillo  Club  t. 

Colorado  State  Stock  Inaction  Comxa.  ▼• 
Deane  ▼. 
MoUohan  y. 
Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co.,  Otftend  Realty  Co.  t, 
Atlantic  Coaat  Line  R.  Co.,  State  ez  ceL  Burr  v. 
Atlaa  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Bostan  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  2d  Diet.) 

P.UJRa916F,  204 — par|ie»,  7.  . 
Augnsta  Water  Dist.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  31 — conat,  L  40;  discrim. 

36$  serviee,  61,  82. 
Austin  ▼.  Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)   P.U.R.191^D,  651 — 

depreciation,  48;  discrim.  10^,  rates,  92,  110,  134,  139;  retam« 

155;  service,  153,  154. 
Automobile  Traffic,  Re  (Aria.)  P.U.R.1916:E,  789— 4iutoe.  4, 
Auto  Tranait  Co.  t.  FL  Woxth,  P.U.R.1916C,  665  (s.  c  —  Tax,  Civ. 

App.  — ,  182  S,  W.  685) — autoa.  14-16,  const.  1.  4,  8,  9,  25-27, 

69;  cts.  1;  inj.  2. 
Auxvasse  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Buffum  Teltph.  Co.,  P.UJL1916E,  296 

(s.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  669)— const.  1.  17;   pub.  utU.  20; 

service,  257. 

Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Akron  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  ▼. 

Greer  v. 
Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1016B,  416— Hirossinga,  14, 
Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Watson  &  Co,  v. 
Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.,  Hampden  &  Bangor  v. 

Porter  v. 
Bartholomew,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  87— «utos.  9;  monop.  6, 

7- 
Bassett  v.  Francestown  Water  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B,  815 — pub.  utiL 
33;  service,  289. 
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Bath,  Se  (Pa.)  P.U.R.191€£,  «fi — monop.  34,  50i 

Ity  State  Hatt  CaM  (MM9.|IBub,  Service  Cos.)   P.U.R,:M»1GF,  2^1-^ 

const.  1.  37;  deprecifllioii,  1,  16,  25,  35;  ev.  12;  return,  46-63, 

125, 140,  141,  15^  a»;  vajiuatioa,  3,  41,  62,  V^,  186,  270*  27ft, 

281,  310,  332,  340. 
Beal  ▼.  San  Joaqviii  Llf|it  It  P«  Corpk.    See  East  Bakerafield  Inprov. 

Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  light  A,  P.  Corp. 
Beaver  Vall^  Water  Co^  Thayer  ▼. 
Beczaft,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.)  P.UJC.1916B,  820 — autos.  5,  10,  U;  monop. 

64. 
Bell,  Se  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916C,  135— consol.  25. 
BelleviUe  ▼.  St  Clair  County  Gas  k  B.  Co.  (Ul.)  P.U:aaaa6B,  24 — 

depreciation,  31,  43;  discrim.  75;  ratee^  77;  return,  58,  96,  109, 

176;   valuation,  32,  45,  195,  243,,  288,  345,  352,  366,  418,  426, 

447. 
Ben  Teleph.  Co.,  SUckell  ▼. 
Ben  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  166 — apport  76;  procedure,  2, 

4;  rates,  257;  return,  4,  233. 
Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Zimmerman  ▼. 
Benson,  Re.    See  White  Oak  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  ▼.  Benson, 
Penn  Electric  Service  Co.  ▼. 
White  Oak  Ught,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  ▼. 
Beresf  ord  Teleph.  Co.,  Steadman  y. 
Bertram  ▼.  Pacific  Gas  &  B.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  410— commissioijs, 

17;  rates,  109;  service,  108,  109. 
Bethany  Mut.  Teleph.  Asso.,  State  Pub.  Utilities  Commissiener  ex  reL 

Macon  County  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Betts  ▼.  Morris  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)   P.UJ1.1916B,  71 — service,  202, 

293. 
Binghamton  Li^t,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJL1916C,  769 

— eecur.  iss.  9,  65. 
BJTTOingham  Waterworks  Co.  ▼.  Hemandes,  P.U.R.1916E,  438  (s.  c.  — 

AU.  — ,  LJIJL1916E,  258,  71  So.  443) — service,  139. 
Black  ▼.  Garrett  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  847 — 

contr.  1;  discrim.  49. 
Blalock  Hardware  Co.  ▼.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916A,  1051  (s. 

c.  —  N.  C.  — ,  86  S.  E.  1025)— ev.  22;  inters,  com.  9. 
BIy  v.  Winslow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916A,  227 — 

apport.  68;  depreciation,  41;  discrim.  56;  return,  44,  115,  166, 

182;  service,  156;  valuation,  192,  299,  363,  395. 
Board  of  Education  ▼.  Oram  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  100 — rates,  255,  264; 

valuation,  409. 
Board  of  PubUc  Works,  Re  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.Uit.l916F,  549— crossings, 

8,  9. 
Board  of  Trade  ▼.  MounUin  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJl. 

1916C,  688— consol.  16;  discrim.  120;  ev.  4;  rates,  9;  return, 

147;  valuation,  68,  806. 
Bn«rt  ▼•  WiscoMin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJU916C,  1020 — apport.  55; 

depreciation,  17,  29,  62,  63;  paym.  4;  rates,  68-70,  2ie,  217,  226, 

249;  return,  97,  98,  100,  127,  154,  228,  229;  valuation,  42,  94, 

104,  156,  201,  249,  341,  417,  435.  440,  442. 
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Booth,  PvbHe  Stnrko  Commlirion  t. 

Borden  r.  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (W.  Vii.)  T.VXMlir, 

191. 
Boftoa  ft  M.  B.  Co.,  Bo  (N.  H.)  P.tJJl.llilteA,  1040— Mwm,  ^IS-SH; 

Stat.  2. 
Bo  (N.  H.)  P.UJt.l016C,  426— erootingB,  9,  21. 
Atlaa  PortUnd  Cement  Co.  ▼. 
Botiford  ▼.  Chiceso  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916A,  910 — service, 

202,203. 
Bowker  ▼.  United  Light,  Pnel  ft  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1910B,  582— discrim. 

4. 
Bowman,  Atchieon,  T.  ft  S.  P.  B.  Co.  t. 

BoyceviUe  Tele^  Co.,  Be  (Wis.)  P.tJ.R.1910A,  214 — ^monop.  11. 
Boyle  T.  St  Louis  ft  S.  P.  B.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  49  (s.  c.  222  Fed.  639) — 

apport.  18,  19,  24-26,  29-31;  ev.  28;  return,  203,  204. 
Brady  t.  Coal  ft  Coke  B.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.UJL1916E,  365 — service,  74, 

108. 
Bremerton  ▼.  Bremerton  Water  ft  Power  Co.  F.U.R.1916B,  120  (s.  c  — 

Wash.  — ,  153  Pac.  372)— app.  1,  25;  mun.  plant,  2;  i^ec.  p. 

1-8$  valuation,  138,  158,  228,  230. 
Bremerton  Water  ft  Power  Co.,  Bremerton  r. 
Bridgeport  Natural  Gas  ft  Oil  Co.,  Be  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  253 — 

return,  151,  202;  valuation,  311. 
Bristol  ft  N.  Street  B.  Co.,  Be  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Oom.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

171 — urates,  212. 
Bristol  &  W.  Waterworks,  Walsh  v. 
Broken  Bow  Gas  Co.,  Be  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  936— depreciation,  59; 

secur.  iss.  59;  valuation,  26,  207,  231. 
Bronx  Gas  ft  B.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Diet.)  P.UJL1916A,  440— deprecU- 

tion,  26;  secur.  iss.  58;  valuation,  66,  153,  204. 
Brookdale  Land  Co.,  Naismith  ▼. 
Brooklyn  Heights  B.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  let  Bist.)   P.U.R,1916E,  220 — 

service,  55;  st.  r.  5. 
Browning  Light  ft  Plumbing  Co.    See  Re  Markham. 
Brunswick  ft  T.  Water  Diet.,  Re  (Me.)  P.UJE1.1916E,  1017 — service,  116. 
Brush  Creek  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  981 — ^monop. 

38,41. 
Bucher,  Re  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916F,  501 — apport.  59;  return,  231;  valuation, 

188,  280,  361. 
Bnehner  v.  Tri-County  Hut  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  582 — 

rates,  230. 
Buerger  Malting  Co.  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St  P.  B.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916E, 

788— reparation,  6. 
Buffum  Teleph.  Co.,  Auxvasse  Hut.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Bnrch  y.  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Md.)  P.UJt.l916D,  527 — service, 

94. 
Bureau  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Hart  r. 
Burford  ▼.  Consumers'  Bitch  Co.   (Wash.)   P.XJ.R.1916D,  448 — apport. 

11;  const.  1.  31,  66;  pub.  util.  8;  rates,  160;  return,  116,  195. 
Burlington  Sewerage  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916G,  505— KM>n8t.  L  38; 

rates,  82,  83. 
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BvliattoB  Tmctfoa  Ct^  WMttn  0.  Td^f.  Co.  t. 

BuiBOi  Itai'a  UagM  t.  WmmA  P.  2.  G*.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  223 — 

mtereorp.  rel.  7|  ienriee,  4,  207. 
BMer,  R«  (N.  J.)  P.UJL19ieA,  438 — franckiMt,  19. 

T.  Uwistoa,  A.  ft  W.  8tYMt  ft.  Go.  (Ikfo.)  P.UJt.l916D,  26— opport. 

33-36;   d^rodatktt,  20;   diicrim.  83,  87,  91,  92;   rates,  46, 

166,  163, 169;  retoni,  130, 167, 196;  oerTioe,  232;  valiiotioii,  40, 

76, 113, 146. 
lotta  T.  SUdaf  Spriag  Wator  Co.  (Tm.)  P.U^1916B,  684— pajm.  27. 
9fxm  T.  Fajotto  Covaty  tea  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJt.l916B,  697 — paym.  7, 10, 

36,39. 

CataiUo  Clni  t.  AtddaoB,  T.  ft  8.  9.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJtl916A,  162 — 

Ofden,  3;  service,  47-49, 178. 
CaUmba  t.  Ifaafla  tL  Co.  (PhUippine)  P.UJL1916C,  433 — service,  190. 
Calif omiA  Wator  Co.,  Powoll  t. 

Callaway  Telej^  Co.,  Ro  (Neb.)  P.UJL1916F,  406— discrim.  48. 
Camaa  Praizie  S.  Co.,  Loo  t. 
Cambria,  So  (Wis.)  P.UJt.l916E,  619— ««te8, 11. 
Camp  RiacoA  Resort  Co.  ▼.  Eshlemaa,  P.nJL1916B,  418  (s.  c.  —  GaL  •— , 

168  Psc.  186)— inlb.  ntiL  29;  service,  31. 
Caatoa  Toleph.  Co.  v.  Citiseas*  Wator  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  704 — rates, 

268;  service,  296. 
Carbon  HiU  Coal  Co.  ▼.  Kortbom  P.  R.  Co.  (Wasb.)  P.n.ai916B,  801 — 

rates,  193. 
Carson  Water  Co.,  PnbUc  Service  Commisaion  t. 
Cedar  County  Parmora  Tele^  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.UJR.1916E,  467— nlepre- 

dation,  74;  discrim.  116;  paym.  17;  return,  112,  223;  valuation, 

23. 
Cedar  Grove  Teleph.  Co.,  Kreunen  ▼. 
Central  Hudson  Gas  ft  £.  Co.,  Draney  t. 
Centralia  Tdopb.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916C,  421 — procedure,  6;  rates, 

224;  service,  246. 
Central  minoia  Public  Servioo  Co.,  Ex  parte  (HI)  P.U.R.1916B,  920 — 

service,  19,  20,  100. 
Re  (HL)  P.UJLlOldB,  14 — rates,  125;  service,  148. 
Re  (lU.)  I^.UJL1916B,  922— discrim.  61,  78;  rates,  6,  108. 
Pana  v. 
Central  Maine  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  416— ^consol.  10, 

21. 
Re  (Me.)  P.UJt.l916A,  930— HX>n8ol.  11,  22;  secur.  iss.  4;  valuation. 

388,  449. 
Row    See  Shaw,  Re. 

Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  634— consol.  6,  6,  18,  31;  secur.  iss.  3. 
Central  New  England  R.  Co.,  Merdiants'  Protective  Committee  v. 
Central  Power  Corp.,  Re  (Vt)  P.U.R.1916B,  681— electricity,  6. 
Central  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  845— depreciation,  4,  5,  8,  24; 

valuation,  8,  9, 11,  77,  79,  80,  88, 108, 141, 163,  304,  331. 
Central  R.  Co.,  Logan  v. 
Central  Tdopb.  Co.,  Jackson  t. 
Central  Vermont  Power  Co.,  Re  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916D,  270 — secur.  iss.  70. 
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Chace  ▼.  Citizens'  Water  Co.  <P)a.)  P.U«E.19iiB,  708 — fwyni*  26. 
Charleston  Intenirban  R.  Ca^  ^e  (W.  Vik)  P.UJ(.1916F,  098 — •wo^k. 

32;  municipalities,  4;  servioe,  23-25,  98,  105^  22L 
Charles  Town  Water  Co^  Ke  (W.  Va.)  F.UJLU>16D,  725— depreoiaAiMi, 
78;  discrim.  122»  130;  paym.  19;  retam,  3fi,  144.  23d  |.  valuation, 
34,  284,  336-338. 
Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co^  Public  Service  Commission  ▼• 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Md.)  P.UJEL1916C»  925^-Hlepreciation, 
18,  33,  68,  69,  89*92;  return,  9§,  163,  930}  valuat|<^^'30,  ^,  59, 
61, 102, 108, 117, 134, 180,  203,  217,  3X6»  382,  402,  4P^,  421,  426, 
434,  437,  458-460,  462,  463. 
Borch  y. 
Chesterfield  Teleph,  4  Teleg.  Co^  Waverlj  Tele^  Ce/  ▼.         ) 
Chicago  &  L  Traction  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.UJL1916B,  716— dlBcrim.  45;  puh. 

util.  7. 
Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Lindemann  y. 
Chicago  ^  H.  W.  R.  Coi.,  Botsf  ord  t. 

People  ex  rel.  State  Pub.  Utilities  Commission  ▼. 
▼.  Railroad  Commiasion,  P.U.BJL916C,  595  (s.  c.  —  Wis.  — ^  155  N. 
W.  941)^-'-commi88ioDs,  29. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916F,  398 — rates,  25. 
Denver  ^  S.  L»  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Peoria  ▼. 

▼.  Public  Service  CommisaioB,  P.U.E.191dB,  367  (s.  e.  —  Mo.  — , 
181  S.  W.  61) — app.  4,  24;  const.  1.  15. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co^  Boargur  MaUiAg  Co.  t. 
Dunsmore  v. 
Hottelet  Co«  v. 
Meyers  v. 
Newman  Bros.  ▼. 

Public  Service  Commission  ex  ttk  Seattle  Chi|mber  of  Coaunerce  ▼. 
Tomer  Creamery  Co.  ▼. 
Chicago,  P.  &  St  L.  R.  Co.,  Highways  Comrs.  t. 

Chiaago,  St  P.  M.  &  0*  R.  Co^  Re  (Minn.)  P.UJtl9a6A,  944-^Kmunia- 
sions,  33. 
South  Omaha  Live  Stock  Bxdi.  v. 
Chicago,  S.  B.  fr  N.  I.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Warren  t» 
Chicago  Teleph.  Co.,  Wells  ▼. 

Chillicothe  Gas,  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohiq)  P.UJt.l9Jl6D,  933— depre- 
ciation, 23;   rates,  12,  271;   reparation,  25;   return,  67,  117; 
service,  6,  123,  284;  valuation,  218,  286,  240,  294,  367,  438. 
Chippewa  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Dickinson  v. 
Chula  VisU  v.  San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.    See  San  Diego  &  S.  £.  R.  Co., 

Re. 
ChurchUl  v.  Winthrop  h  W.  Light  h  P.  Co.  <Me.)  P,UJt.l916F,  752 — 
apport  86;  depreciation,  54;  return,  171;  service,  8,  9,  67,  86, 
93. 
Cindnnati  v.  PnbUc  UtiUtiea  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1057  (s.  e.  01 

Ohio  St  331,  110  N.  E.  461)— app.  20;  serrioe,  IS* 
Cincinnati  &  S.  B.  Teleph.  Co.,  Shafor  ▼, 
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Cincinnati  Gas  &  £.  Co^  Re  (Ohio)  P.UJ1.1916F,  416 — ^valuation,  106, 

109,  181,  212,  296,  297,  379,  456. 
Re  {Ohio)   P.U.R.1916D,  929 — intercorp.  rel.  4. 
Citizens'  Electric  Illnminating   Co.  v.   Consumers'  Electric  Co.    (Pa.) 

P.UJ1.1916D,  711 — certif.  oonven.  10;  orders,  5. 
▼.  Jenkins  Twp.  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

688 — certif.  conven.  7. 
Citizens  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Commercial  Club  v. 
Citizens  Gas  Co.  ▼.  Henry  Oil  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  225 — discrim. 

133. 
Kowata  ▼. 
Shufeldt  y. 
Citizens  Teleph.  Co.,  Schurtz  v. 
Citizens'  Water  Co.,  Canton  Teleph.  Co.  ▼• 

Chace  ▼. 
City  Teleph.  Co.,  AUnena  Fanners'  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
City  Water  Co.,  Smith  v. 
Clasrton  County,  Schmidt  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Clear  Lake  Suspended  Monorail  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  392 — secur. 

iss.  71. 
Clemmons  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R,1916F,  469  (s.  c.  —  Cal.  — ,* 

159  Pac.  713) — app.  11,  12;  cert.  6;  rehearing,  1. 
Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.,  Re.    See  Brady  v.  Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co. 

Brady  v.  '^ 

Cochems,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  841 — monop.  8,  43. 

▼.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  905— discrim.  30,  31. 
Coeur  D'Alene  v.  Interstate  UtiUties  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916C,  438 — 

commissions,  26;  depreciation,  66;  rates,  49;  return,  94,  214; 

service,  240;  valuation,  21,  112. 
Cohoes  v.  New  .York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  334 — 

rates,  58,  223. 
Colburn  v.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  424— commis- 
sions, 23;  cAist.  1.  41;  service,  71. 
Collicut  T.  Dukes  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.    See  Mineral  Point  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

Dukes  Prairie  Teleph.  Co. 
Corners  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  212 — 

commissions,  28;  franchises,  15,  16;  monop.  24. 
Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  739 — apport.  81;  crossings, 

4,  20. 
Garwood  ▼. 
Colorado  Power  Co.,  Primes  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Colorado  Springs,  Ramona  Townsite  Co.  v. 
Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  Power  Co.,  Re  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  872, 

rehearing    P.U.R.1916C,    464— depreciation,    28,    32,    42,    58; 

return,  121,  184;  valuation,  150,  154,  155,  346,  368,  374,  414, 

475. 
Re   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916C,  464,  rehearing  P.U.R.1916A,  872— <;oii8t. 

1.  36;  pub.  util.  24;  return,  95,  108,  126,  142;  valuation,  46,  74, 

98,  474,  491,  492. 
Re  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  660 — ^rates,  63,  64. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 37. 
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Colorado  Springs  Light,  Heat  &  Power  Co.,  Haines  v. 

Colorado  State  Stock  Inspection  Comrs.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 

(Colo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  751 — commissions,  20,  42;  parties,  6;  rec. 

1. 
Commercial  Club  v.  Citizens  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1016E,  1 — 

depreciation,  55;  return,  70,  93,  162,  188;  service,  136;  valua- 
tion, 20,  33,  37,  75,  174,  190,  213,  221,  257,  285,  302,  344,  351, 

393,  399. 
V.  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  180— depre- 
ciation, 77;  discrim.  28,  123,  129,  156;  rates,  267;  return,  13, 

78,  146,  236;  service,  2,  120,  137;  valuation,  48,  173,  210,  265, 

270,  309,  319,  327,  354,  385,  461. 
Com.  ex  rel.  Augusta  County  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Staunton  Mut 

Teleph.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1061 — rates,  250;  service,  268. 
Royster  Guano  Co.  v.  Washington  &  0.  D.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916D, 

716— discrim.  135;  inters,  com.  12;  service,  216,  217. 
Compa£da  General  De  Tabacos,  Villaflor  v. 
Compulsory  Charge,  Re  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1916C,  222 — ^rates,  23. 
Condon  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  160— commissions,  18; 

const.  1.  6;  inters,  com.  8;  r.  r.  1. 
Connecticut  Co.,  Re  ((^nn.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1 — parties,  2;  st.  r.  3. 
Connellsville  Water  Co.,  Rendine  v. 

Consolidated  Gas  Co.,  Stein  v.  | 

Consolidation  of  Cases,  Re.    See  Redding  v.  Northern  California  Power  j 

Co.  j 

Consumers'  Ditch  Co.,  Burf  ord  v.  I 

Public  Service  Commission  v.  j 

Consumers'  Electric  Co.,  Citizens'  Electric  niuminating  Co.  v.* 
Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Hohenthal  v. 
Consumers'  Lignite  Co.  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916B,  284  (s.  c. 

~  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  179  S.  W.  306) — discrim.  161,  162;  ev. 

27;  service.  3.  • 

Continental  Gas  Compressing  Corp.,  Lenapah  v. 
Cook  V.  Presque  Isle  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  798 — service,  278, 

280,  281. 
Council,  Re  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916D,  1091 — urates,  2;  service,  142. 
Cripple  Creek  Water  Co.,  Re  (Colo.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  788 — depreciation,  82; 

return,  85;  service,  138;  valuation,  38,  140,  147,  176,  251,  252, 

265,  293. 
Crystal  Ice  &  Ice  Cream  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 

1916A,  206— discrim.  63. 
Culpepper  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  473 — reparation,  2. 
Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  911 — 

consol.  12,  28. 
Currant  v.  Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916A,  917 — 

discrim.  25,  26;  service,  125,  126. 
Curtis  V.  Wells  Fargo  &  Co.  Exp.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  287 — aervice,  158. 
Cutts,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  491 — ^monop.  13. 
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Dairymen't  Co-op.  Creamery  Aaso.  ▼.  WtUs,  F.  &  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.K. 

1916A,  819 — urates,  143,  144;  return,  123. 
Dakota  Cent  Tdeph.  Co.,  Adams  v. 

V.  Farm  &  H.  Xelepli.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  567 — ^intercorp.  rel. 

9,  10. 
MilbaBk  v. 
Remund  v. 
Daley  v.  People's  Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916F,  498 — ^paym. 

16. 
Dane  County  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  984 — monop. 

14. 
Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  978 — service,  59. 
Davidson  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.    See  Hannibal  Trust  Co. 

V.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 
Dayton  &  T.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Western  Ohio  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  • 

445 — apport.  82. 
Deane  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  182  (s.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S. 

C.  R.  466) — parties,  3;  service,  194. 
Decatur,  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Delaware  &  H.  Co.,  Murray  v. 
Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.,  Middlesex  County  v. 
Denning  v.  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  465 — reparation, 

24 ;  service,  28,  136. 
Denver  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Xhormann  v. 
Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co^  Cochems  v. 

Mullen  &  Co.  v. 
Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  403 

— apport.  100-106. 
V.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.    See  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

B.  &  Q.  R,  Co. 
V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.    See  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 

Co. 
Denver  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Englewood,  P.U.R.1916E,  134  (s.  c.  —  Colo.  — , 

—  Pac.  — )— const.  1.  35;  inj.  5. 
Derry  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916D,  683 — valuation,  19,  412. 
Dewey  Gas  Co.,  Thompson  v. 
Dickinson  v.  Chippewa  VaUey  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D, 

960— discrim.  38,  89,  90;  rates,  152. 
Director  of  Posts  v.  Inchausti  &t  Co.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916E,  849—^ 

commissions,  24. 
District  Engineer  v.  Yangco  S.  S.  Co.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916A,  964 — 

service,  218,  219. 
District  No.  6  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E,  627 — 

apport.  14;  commissions,  6;  discrim.  100,  101;  rates^  61,  190, 

191;  return,  36,  41,  42,  61;  valuation,  244. 
Donovan  v.  Goldfield  Consol.  Water  Co.   (Nev.)    P.UJ1.1916D,  419—^ 

discrim.  54,  125 ;  paym.  5,  14 ;  rates,  254 ;  return,  208. 
Doville  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Hocking  VaUey  R,  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916B, 

248— *rates,  199. 
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Draney  v.  Central  Hudson  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  DiBt.)  P.n.R.1916F, 
544 — service,  60,  91. 

Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  551 — 
depreciation,  21;  judgm.  1;  return,  55,  56;  secur.  iss.  32,  33; 
valuation,  313,  451. 

Dukes  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.,  Collicut  v. 
Mineral  Point  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

Duluth  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  614 — commissions,  4; 
return,  10,  210;  valuation,  239. 

Duncan  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co,  (Ind.)  P.U.R.l»ieB,  761 — service, 
40. 

Duncan  Electric  &  Ice  Co.,  Fowler  v. 

Dunham,  Re,  P.U.R.1916E,  544  (s.  c  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  593)— certif. 
conven.  3,  4;  commissions,  7;  ev.  3;  franchises,  7;  reorganiza- 
tion, 6,  7;  valuation,  43,  44,  124,  274,  391,  450. 

Dunsmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co.  (Iowa)  P.UJ1.1916A,  289 — 
apport.  27,  28;  ev.  6;  service,  196-199,  204. 

East  Qakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  ▼.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Oal.) 

P.U.R.1916C,  830— depreciation,  61;  discrim,  132,  151;  paym. 

38;  rates,  4,  128-130,  136;  return,  179,  180;  service,  110,  111, 

113,  114,  118,  121,  130,  134,  146,  147,  167;  .valuation,  378,  381, 

424,  468,  477-480. 
Eastern  Maine  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1016D,  260— secur.  iss.  10,  30a, 

31,  54. 
Eastern  Massachusetts  Electric  Co.,  Re    (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &   E.  L. 

Comrs.)  P.U.R.1016D,  531 — ^intercorp.  rel.  2. 
Eastern  Pennsylvania  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1016C,  428 

^-contr.  2. 
Tamaqua  v. 
Ulrich  V. 
Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.,  Fulton  Co.  v. 
Eaton  V.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916A,  193 — service, 

77. 
Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Ordover  v. 

Vaudeau  Amusement  Co.  v. 
Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph,  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  940 — depre- 
ciation, 64,  76;  discrim.  114;  return,  26,  169,  221;  service,  267; 

valuation,  69,  81,  178,  389,  407,  416,  430,  431. 
Elkhart  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)   P.r.R.1916C,  419 — service,  161. 
Elk  Mound  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  870— discrim.   112; 

paym.  25;  rates,  234. 
Ellerman  v.  Yankton  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916D,  611 — discrim. 

119. 
Elroy  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  219 — discrim.  110, 116;  rates, 

235. 
Empire  Gas  &  E.  Cd.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Di3t.)  P.U.R.1916A,  684 — secur.  iss. 

57. 
Empire  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916D,  906 — paym.  28;  return,  217. 
Emporia  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.UJL1916B,  987 

(s.  c.  97  Kan.  136,  154  Pac.  262)— cts.  4;  franchises,  1;  rates, 

29,34. 
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Smporiiim  Water  Ca.»  Gable  ▼. 

Englewood,  Denver  &  S.  P.  S.  Co.  ▼. 

Sricson  y.  Evanstea  Street  R.  Ce.  (HI.)  P.UJR.1016B,  018*-^«GaiiiniB8ion8,. 

30. 
Erie  S.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  ll^.^-eeeux'.  isfi.  lS-23. 

Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  408— secur.  ies.  1,  8,  50,  61. 
Eshelman  v.  Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.H.1O10D,  488— cetum, 

54;  valuation,  64,  287.. 
Eshleman,  Camp  Rinoen  Resort  Co.  v. 
Etna  Development  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  134 — rates,  274;  return, 

91,  110,  241;   service,  291;  valuation,  467. 
Evanston  Street  R«  Cou,  Erieaon  ▼. 

Exeter  &  H.  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.>  P.UJI-IOIOB,  89 — depreciation, 

93,  94;  eecur.  isa.  44;  \"aluation,  315. 
Expense  of  Little  Bridge,  Re  (R.  I.)  P.U.E.1916B,  278*-apport.  92,  03. 

Fairmount  &  V.  R.  Co.,  Jennen  ▼. 

FaUa  Light  it  P.  Co^  Be  (Wie.)  P.U.R.191ia),  151«^-*«iun.  plant,  4,  5; 

valuation,  191,  408,  445. 
Farm  &  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Fanners  Co-op.  Unien,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJtl916A,  271^^-^discrim.  42;.  rates, 

252,  253;  return,  89;  valuation,  286;  wareh.  1. 
Farmers  Independent  Teleph.  Exch.  v.  Miaeral  Point  Tali^.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.U.R.1916A,  862 — service,  262. 
Fanners'  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  930— motiop.  19,  46. 
V.  Morrow  County  Teleph.  Co.    See  Ashley  Tri-County  Mut.  Teleph. 

Co.  V.  New  Ashley  Telepl^.  Co. 
Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.,  Northern  Ulinois  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Farmington  Teleph.  Co.,  Galeshurg  U.  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
Fayette  County  Gas  Co.,  Byrne  v. 
FeUers  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  837 — service,  104,  200, 

201. 
Fennimore,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  848 — apport.  72;  depreciation,  44; 

discrim.  17,  56,  78;   rates,  85;  return,  17-19,  21;   service,  87, 

92,  127. 
Smith  V. 

Fixing  Standard  Rules,  Re  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916B,  554 — service,  15a 

Flannelly,  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v. 

Flat  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Tenn.)  P.U.R.1016B,  80 — rates,  75. 

Ford  V.  Louisiana  Southern  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916A,  342 — reparation, 

18. 
Forney,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  786— certif.  conven.  18. 
Ft  Dodge  Portland  Cemei^t  Co.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St  L,  R.  Ce.  (Iowa) 

P.UJ1.1916E,  807— discrim.  64. 
Ft.  Worth,  Auto  Transit  Co.  v. 
Foster,  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼. 
Fowler  v.  Duncan  Electric  &  Ice  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.I916F,  560*<^oommis- 

sions,  37. 
Fox,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Francestown  Water  Co.,  Bassett  v. 
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Franklin  Farmers  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.UJtlDieB>  «6 — monop/ 

10. 
Frederic  Rural  Teleph,  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191«A,  074 — monop.  15,  18. 
Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Fuller  ▼. 
Frontier  Ae  W.  R.  Co.,  Re.    See  People  ex  rel.  Kew  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 

V.  New  York  Public  Service  Oommission. 
Fuller  V.  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.19ieF,  360 — servioe,  7. 
Fulton  Co.  y.  Eastern  Shore  Development  S.  S.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.RJ916B, 

787— discrim.  140,  141;  pub.  util.  25;  rates,  209* 

Gable  v.  Emporium  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1910E,  951 — service,  122. 
Galesburg  Union  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Farmtngtan  Teleph.  Ce.  (III.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  460— discrim.  148. 
Garfield,  Public  Service  Commission  ex  Tel.  Washington  Route  t. 
Garrett.Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Black  t. 
Garwood  v.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Dist.  Ct.,  Div.  2)  P.U.R.1916A, 

911— ev.  7,  21;  rates,  73;  return,  132. 
Gates  ▼.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co.    See  Colburn  v.  Nashua  Street  R.  Co. 
Gibson  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  149— consol.  3d. 

Huey  V. 
Qigoere,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  30-*certif.  conven.  2a;  electricity,  4; 

secur.  Ibs.  55;  valuation,  233. 
Gillmore  v.  Saokensack  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  21— service, 

141. 
Glen  Rock  Motor  Clvh  y.  York  &  M.  Line  Tump.  Co.  (P«.)  P.U.R.1916C, 

lip — service,  270. 
Glen  Teleph.  Co.,  Edwards  v.  « 

Griffin  v. 
Gloucester  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  6d.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  60 — secur.  iss.  53. 
GoKtfield  Consol.  Water  Co.,  Donovan  v. 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879 — 

app.  14;  consol.  7;  depreciation,  47;  return,  64;  valuation,  50, 

53-55,  59,  60,  93,  172,  200,  278,  429,  469,  472. 
Granada  Park  Water  Committee  ▼.  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.    See 

San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  Atna  Portland  Cement  Co.  ▼. 
Graupman,  Re.    See  Ashmead,  Re. 
Gray's  Petition  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  33— autos.  11a;  monop. 

5,  58-60,  62. 
Great  Western  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  583 — consol.  23;  secur. 

iss.  29,  30,  42,  62. 
Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.,  Louisville  h  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Greer  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916D,  286 — apport.  99; 

const.  1.  7;  rates,  18-20,  35,  40,  192,  195. 
Griffin  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.    See  Edwards  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co. 
Griffin  &  Bros.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  27 — discrim.  3; 

reparation,  20. 

Hackensack  Water  Co.,  Gillmore  v. 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


CASES  DIGESTED.  5i3 

▼.  Colorado  Sprinss  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.UJL1916A^ 

282 — service,  52,  83,  84. 
Ball,  So  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  480— electricity,  1. 
Hamilton  County  Farmers  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1016C,  151 — 

discrimi  145;  return,  162. 
Hampden  &  Bangor  v.  Bangor  R.  &  £lectric  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  928 

-—crossings,  6. 
Hampton,  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Hannibal  ▼.  Hannibal  R.  ft  Electric  Co.   (Mo.)   P.UJt.l916A,  1013 — 

service,  13,  68,  70,  225-227,  230,  233,  236. 
Hannibal  R.  ft  Blectric  Co.,  Hannibal  v. 
Hannibal  Trvat  Co.  ▼.  Sonthwestem  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E, 

^26  (s.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  451)— const.  1.  50;  discrim.  7,  8,  43, 

50. 
Hanover  ▼.  Hanover  Sewer  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  122  (s.  c.  —  Pa.  —,  96  Atl. 

132)— ev.  19;  tr.  1;  valuation,  90,  97,  105,  415. 
Hanover  Sewer  Co.,  Hanover  v. 

Hanson  y.  (Mean  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916B,  833 — paym.  29. 
Harbeck  ▼.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  928 — 

damg.  5. 
Harris  v.  Heffner  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  467 — pub.  util.  34. 
Hart  V.  Bureau  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  285 

—service,  95. 
Hartman,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  886 — commission,  35. 
Heffner,  Harris  y. 

Heisen,  Re  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916D,  903 — service,  124. 
Helena,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Henry  Oil  Co.,  Citizens  Gas  Co.  v. 
Hermann  v.  Newtown  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  825 — 

depreciation,  60;  return,  15,  71,  100-192;  valuation,  128,  137, 

151,  165,  166,  176,  177,  229,  237,  356,  375,  422. 
Hemandes,  Birmingham  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Hewitt,  Re  (Conn.)   P.U.R.1916D,  764— nliscrlm.  41,  107,  108;  ev.  16; 

rates,  51,  210;  return,  62,  209;  valuation,  29. 
High  HiU  Beach  Improv.  Asso.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 

,  P.UJi.l916E,  1043 — service,  72. 
Highways  Comrs.  v.  Chicago,  P.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  1098 

^bridges,  3. 
Hillaboro  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Kauffman  v. 
Hinton  v.  Sonthwestern  Teleg.  ft  Telei^.  Co.    See  Hannibal  Trust  Co. 

V.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 
Hocking  Domestic  Coal  Co.  v.  Kanawha  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (Ohio  St.)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  660— discrim.  134. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.,  Doville  Sand  ft  Gravel  Co.  v. 
Mcllfresh  v. 
v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  1062  (s.  c.  —  Ohio  St. 

— ,  L.KA.— ,  —,  110  X.  E.  521)— app.  23;  const.  1.  10a;  ev.  6; 

franchises,  6;  service,  177. 
v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916B,  406  (s.  c  —  Ohio  St. 

— ,  110  X.  E.  952) — app.  22;  const.  1.  14,  14a,  21. 
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Hoff  V.  Montgomery   (Cal.)    P.UJ1.1016D,  880^— commitsioBS,  8;   pub. 

util.  32;  service,  96. 
Hohenthal  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  673 

^-discrim.  82. 
Holabird  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  468  (s.  c.  —  Cal.  — ,  154 

Pac.  831) — cert.  5. 
Holbrook  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1002-— cv.  15; 

rates,  54,  71,  198,  201;  reparation,  1. 
HoUe  y.  MlnneapoUs,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  459 

— inters,  com.  11. 
Homer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Currant  ▼. 
Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  579 — paym.  24;  rates, 

239,  245,  251;  return,  149. 
Hottelet  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916{',  138 — 

inters,  com.  5. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.,  Consumers'  Lignite  Co.  v. 
Hubbard  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.RJ916C,  436— monop.  12. 
Huey  V.  Gibson  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1016B,  172 — service,  241. 
HulHnger,  Well  v. 
Huntington  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  554 — 

service,  237,  238. 
Hnrtgan,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 

Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Decatur  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  987*— <ipport.  87-89. 

IlUnois  Northern  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  632 — service,  133. 

Inchausti  &  Co.,  Director  of  Posts  v. 

Increased  Demurrage  Rate  on  Cars,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJt.l916D,  284 — rates, 
205. 

Increases  in  Railroad  Rates,  Re  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A,  368 — rates,  162. 

Independence  Gas  Co.,  State  v. 

Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.,  Peck  v. 

Indianapolis  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  607— consol.  3,  19,  37; 
secur.  is8.  37;  valuation,  189,  318,  398. 

Indiana  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Kokomo  (lud.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1008— commis- 
sions, 14;  damg.  4;  st.  r.  1,  2. 

Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  New  York  Public  Service  Commission  v. 

International  R.  Co.,  Ritter  v. 

Interstate  utilities  Co.,  Coeur  D'Alene  v. 

Iowa  Falls  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1910A,  923 — const.  1.  10. 

Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Keokuk,  P.U.R.1916B,  41  (s.  c.  226  Fed.  82) — const. 
1.  57,  58;  estop.  1;  franchises,  12;  municipalities,  2,  3;  rates,  30. 

Jackman  v.  Janesville  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191GC,  400 — apport.  6; 

return,  33;  valuaticHi,  107. 
Jackson  v.  Central  Teleph.  Co.   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916D,  203 — discrim.  13; 

rates,  215. 
Jackson  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  226— rates,  219,  220,  248. 

Ozaukee- Washington  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Janesville  Electric  Co.,  Jackman  v. 
Janesville  Water  Co.,  Denning  ▼. 
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JanseB  ▼.  New  York  BdiMB  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  ^.UJL1916F,  201—* 

rates,  38. 
Jenkins  Twp.  Electric  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.UJEL1916G,  511 

—const.  1.  55. 
Citizens'  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  ▼. 
Jensen  v.  Paiimonnt  ft  V.  K.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJLlOlftA,  46— service,  180. 
Johnson  ▼.  MonnUin  SUtes  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.UJt.l916F,  585  (s.  c. 

—  Utah,  --,  169  Pac.  526) — serrice,  107. 
V.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  P.UJ1.1916D,  548  (a.  c.  —  Wash.  — , 

156  Pac.  530) — app.  5;  damg.  6. 
Joi^in  ▼.  Southwest  Missouri  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  47  (3  Mo.  P.  6. 

C.  R.  507)— const.  1.  39;  discrim.  106. 
Judge  V.  Plattshurg  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  936 — 

service,  228,  229. 

Kanawha  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Hocking  Domestic  Coal  Co.  t. 

Kauffman  ▼.  HiUsboro  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJt.l916E,  375— depre- 
ciation, 46;  discrim.  34;  rates,  103, 116, 138;  return,  178;  valua- 
tion, 71. 

Keenan  ▼.  Northwestern  Teleph.  ExA.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  193 — 
discrim.  62;  return,  9. 

KeUey  v.  American  Real  EsUte  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  541 — 
pub.  util.  4. 

Keokuk,  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

Kinloch  Teleph.  Co.,  American  Steel  Foundries  t. 

Kleckner,  Thompson  ▼. 

Knepp  V.  United  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  56  (s.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  551) — 
crossings,  2,  15. 

Kokomo,  Indiana  R.  &  Light  Co.  v. 

Kramer  ▼.  St.  Joseph  R.  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJL1916E,  808 — 
discrim.  67;  rates,  112,  135. 

Kreunen  ▼.  Cedar  Grore  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  967 — apport. 
69-71;  discrim.  5;  rates,  90,  95,  106,  142;  return,  183. 

Kutz,  Terminal  Tazicab  Co.  v. 

La  JunU  v.  Arkansas  Valley  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  1076 
—apport.  1,  9,  10;  depreciation,  63;  rates,  67;  return,  57,  81; 
valuation,  349,  365. 

Lake  Erie,  B.  G.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  553— commission, 
31;  service,  21,26. 

Lambert  v.  Northern  Idaho  &  M.  Power  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916C,  145 — 
depreciation,  75;  rates,  232;  return,  39;  service,  243. 

Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  3^1 — apport.  12,  13;  depre- 
ciation, 38;  discrim.  32;  nat.  gas,  1;  rates,  161;  return,  22,  87, 
105,  201;  valuation,  100,  129,  300,  301,  314,  380,  390. 

Langdon  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  643— -discrim.  146,  150; 
rates,  221;  return,  76,  90;  service,  249,  251. 

Lansing  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Michigan  C  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1100 — rates,  15. 

Lawrence,  Landon  v. 
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Lee  y.  Camas  Prairie  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.RJ916B,  1 — eervioe,  215. 
Lehman  v.  Truckee  River  General  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  390^ 

service,  172. 
Lenapah  v.  Continental  Gas  Compressing  Corp.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  685 

^-service,  5,  174. 
Le  Roy  ▼.  PaviUon  Natnral  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.UJR.1916D,  132 — 

rates,  100,  101. 
Letcher  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (S.  D.)    P.U.R.1916E,  486— discrim.  47,  51; 

mtercorp.  rel.  8;  rates,  247;  serviee,  246,  247,  252. 
Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Bntler  ▼. 
Lima  v.  Lima  Teleph.  h  Teleg.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U^1916E,  670— deprecia* 

tion,  9;  valuation,  123,  164,  208,  216,  406,  441,  448,  448. 
Lima  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.^  Lima  v. 
Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916C,  169— discrim. 

144. 
Re  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  416 — service,  101,  106. 
Re    (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916D,   572 — apport.   57,   58;    depreciation,   87; 

rates,  241,  242;  return,  16,  75,  225. 
Lindemann  v.  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  265 — 

discrim.  93-95;  rates,  18,  62, 153;  return,  197. 
Linden  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  13— return,  215. 
Litchfield  Water  Supply  Co.,  Rt  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916E,  793 — rates,  260. 
Live  Oak,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  State  ▼. 
Lockport  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  183 — 

return,  175;  valuation,  2,  371* 
Lodge  V.  United  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  187— com- 
missions, 2;  discrim.  84. 
Loehr  t.  Stockbriiige  &  S.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  735— paym. 

28;  service,  269. 
Lofgren  v.  Pacific  Gas  h  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1003 — service,  76, 

81. 
Logan  y.  Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U£.1916A,  345<*-~servtoe,  210,  211. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  81-*secur.  iss.  69, 

73. 
Huntington  y. 
Mineola  Park  v. 
Long  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916C,  141— depreciation, 

73;  return,  216;  service,  253. 
Los  Angeles,  Re  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  593— -depreciation,  12,  13;  mun. 

plant,  3,  6,  7;  valnation,  114,  116,  312,  317,  404. 
Los  Banos  v.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

364— depreciation,  81;  service,  73,  287;  valuation,  220,  333. 
Louisiana  Southern  R.  Co.,' Ford  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbrier  Distillery  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  508  (s.  c. 

—  Ky.  — ,  187  S.  W.  296) — app.  6;  const.  L  2,  11,  19,  22,  64,  65; 

parties,  1 ;  reparation,  29,  30,  33-36. 
Railroad  Commission  v. 
Lowell  &  F.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916G, 

137— crossings,  11,  12. 
Lozinski,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916A,  10 — service,  171. 
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McAdama  ▼•  Wells,  F.  k  Co.  Exp.  P.U.R.1916E,  464  (a.  c.  --  La.  — ,  71 

So.  945)— discriiii.  159;  orders,  4. 
McCall,  People  ex  rel.  New  York  h  Q.  Gas  Co.  v. 
McCanmum,  Se  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916D,  500 — monop.  20,  51. 
MoCUnaluui  ▼.  Tri-Couaty  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1016D,  187 — 

discrim.  70;  rates,  56,  93;  return,  24. 
McDonald  ▼.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  801 — 

const.  1.  5;  discrim.  136. 
Mcllfresh  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  140 — ^rates,  5^ 

reparation,  22. 
MacLeod  t.  Western  U.  Trteg.  Co.    See  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Foster. 
McMasters  ▼.  San  Joaquin  Light  dt  P.  Corp.    See  East  Bakersfield  Im- 

prov.  Asso.  V.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp. 
McPherson  Bros.  Co.*  Public  Service  Conunission  ex  reL  Brewster  v, 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Griffin  &  Bros.  v. 

Packard  v. 
Manchester  &  D.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.RJ1916F,  526 — rates,  53; 

return,  143, 
Mangum  v.  Mangum  Electric  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  764— deprecia- 
tion, 6;  ev.  25;  rates,  43;  return,  86;  valuation,  144,  149,  167, 

168,  170,  357,  439. 
Mangum  Electric  Co.,  Mangum  v. 
ManiU  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916E,  1057 — 

service,  50,  235. 
Watson  V. 
Manila  R.  Co.,  Re  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916B,  829-^rates,  76. 

Calamba  ▼. 
Mantua  Twp.  v.  New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  163 — ^return, 

189;  valuation,  101,  142,  152,  184,  202,  259,  281,  360,  384,  457. 
Manufacturers  &  P.  Interest  Asso.  ▼.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  r.U.R. 

1910A,  155— const.  1.  56;  rates,  72;  service,  53,  165,  169. 
Maple  HiU,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  308 — urates,  91;  service,  64-66. 
Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Re.    See  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co. 
San  Anselmo  v. 
Sausalito  v. 
Markham,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1007 — ^franchises,  4;  monop.  53. 
Mars  Hill  &  B.  Electric  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916C,  603 — 

secur.  isa.  24,  25. 
Meadows  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Peterson  v. 
Melcher  v.  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.  (Case  No.  654,  April  6, 

1916)  (Abstract)  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  023 — valuation,  453. 
Memphis  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916A,  825  (s.  c.  —  Tenn.  — .  L.R.A.1916B,  1161, 

179  S.  W.  631) — autos.  2;  const.  1.  24,  72. 
Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  ▼.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  834  (s.  c.  — 

Tenn.  — ,  L.R.A.1916B,  1143, 179  S.  W.  635) — app.  7;  autos.  12; 

inj.  3;  monop.  65;  nuis.  1. 
Menasha,  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Men's  Club  v.  PubUc  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.19A6B,  675— crossings, 

19;  discrim.  96. 
Merchants'  Heat  &  Light  Co.,  Moore  ▼. 
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Merchants'  Protective  Committee  ▼.  Central  New  England  R.  Co.  (N.  Y. 

2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  1048 — ^rates,  180, 181;  service,  41, 193. 
Merton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pewaukee-Sussex  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916B, 

133^-apport.  98;  intercorp.  rel.  11. 
Meyers  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  778 — service, 

46, 196. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Holbrook  v. 

Lansing  Chamber  of  Commerce  ▼. 
Michigan  Independent  Teleph.  &  Traffic  Asso.  ▼.  Michigan  R.  Commission, 

P.U.R.1916JE,  1033  (a.  c.  —  Mich.  — ,  157  N.  W.  52) — parties,  8. 
Michigan  R.  Commission,  Michigan  Independent  Teleph.  &  Traffic  Asso.  v. 
Middleboro,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R.1916D,  391 — 

service,  62,  63. 
Middlesex  County  v.  Delaware  &  R.  Canal  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.XJ.R.1916B,  968 

—bridges,  1,  2;  commissions, '19;  ev.  1. 
Middletown,  Newport  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 

Midvalley  Power  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A,  969— monop.  83,  42. 
Milbank  v.  DakoU  Cent.  Tele^.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  662  (s.  c.  —  S.  D.  — , 

159  N.  W.  99) — app.  13,  15;  const.  1.  16;  parties,  4. 
Milford  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.) 

P.U.R.1916C,  1097— electricity,  3. 
Miller  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  477 — service,  144. 
Mills  S.  V.  0.  &  C.  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  734 

^-^iscrim.  160;  reparation,  37,  38. 
Milwaukee  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  592  (s.  c.  —  Wis.  — , 

155  N.  W.  948)— const.  1.  42,  61,  70. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916E,  113 — 

discrim.  81;  procedure,  3;  rates,  113. 
Waukesha  v. 
Mineola  Park  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  997 — 

service,  182,  183. 
Mineral  Point  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dukes  Prairi^  Telepli.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  274 — monop.  4. 
Farmers'  Independent  Teleph.  Ezch.  v. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Ft.  Dodge  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.,  Holle  ▼. 
Mishawaka  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  r.U.R.i916C,  420 — ^paym.  8. 
Missouri  Gas  Ae  Electric  Service  Co.,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  538 — secur. 

isB.  2,  7,  35,  45,  46;  valuation,  115. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.tJ.R.1916C,  585  (s.  c.  —  Tex.  •—, 

L.R.A.—  — ,  181  S.  W.  721) — inters,  com.  1,  6. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  Business  Men's  League  ▼. 
Moll  Grocer  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.    See  Rhodes-Burford 

Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
MoUohan  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  637  (s.  c.  97  Kan. 

61,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  145  Pac.  248) — discrim.  137-139. 
Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  609 — apport.  3, 

4,  8,  8a,  75;  depreciation,  52;  rates,  114;  return,  102;  valuation, 

92,  160,  205,  264,  325,  347,  358. 
Montana  Power  Co.,  Philipsbnrg  v. 
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Montaiu  Pow«r  Co^  Waahiastoii  WaUr  Power  Co.  n 
Montgomery,  HoS  v. 
•Montgomery  Light  &  Water  Improv.  Co.,  Re.    See  Thorn  v.  Montgomery 

Light  &  Water  Improv.  Co^ 
Thorn  v. 
MontpeUer  &  B.  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Se  (Yt.)  P.UJtl916B,  973 — jretum,  23; 

secur.  is9.  63;  valuation,  476. 
MoBtpelier  &  W.  River  R.  Co.,  Sayers  ▼. 
Moore  v.  Merchants  Heat  &  Light  Co.  and.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  499 — apporl 

5;  depreciation,  40;  rates,  117,  118,  126,  127;  return,  77,  172; 

valuation,  197,  410. 
V.  PaviUon  Natural  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  223 — 

service,  11^  56,  90^  176. 
V.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJR.1916D,  701 — apport. 

96;   rates,  236;   service,  255. 
V.  Ray  &  G.  Valley  R.  Co.  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916B,  637— reparation, 

8,  9,  12,  31. 
Moran  v.  Portage  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  635— return,  20;  service,  276; 

valuation,  121. 
Morend  Water  Co.,  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v. 
Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commiasion,  P.UJ1.1916B, 

356  (s.  e.  —  La.  — ,  70  So.  332) — ^app.  2;  const.  1.  73. 
Morris  Aqueduct  Co.,  ^etts  v. 

Morrow  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Farmers'  Mat.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Moss  Beach  Realty  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  600 — valuation,  263. 
Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Board  of  Trade  v. 

Smith's  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  169—^ 

service,  78. 
Johnson  v. 
V.  Project  Mut.  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916F,  370 — 

pub.  util.  18,  19. 
Mullan  Waterworks,  Re   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916D,  894 — depreciation,  80; 

discrim.  33;  paym,  2;  rates,  84;  return,  243. 
Mullen  &  Co.  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  128 — const. 

1.  49. 
Murphy  Water,  Ice  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  719— discrim. 

127,  128;  rates,  97;  return,  11,  240. 
Murray  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  438 — serv- 
ice, 43. 
Mutual  Teleph.  Co.,  Re.    See  West  Concord  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re. 

Naismith  v.  Brookdale  Land  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  781— consol.  4. 
Nashua  k  L.  R.  Corp.,  Re  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1029— em.  dom.  3. 
Nashua  Street  R.  Co.,  Colbum  v. 

Gates  V. 
Neil,  Re.    See  Bartholomew,  Re. 

Ifeosho  V.  Neosho  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  467 — service,  165. 
Neosho  Electric  Co.,  Neosho  v. 
Newark,  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v. 
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New  Ashley  Teleplt  Co.,  Adhley  Tri-Cottnty  Hut.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

New  Cashton  Telepli.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  123 — paym.  22;  rat^, 

228;  return,  218,  219;  service,  266;  valuation,  73. 
New  Castle  Box  Co.  v.  New  Castle  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  106 — 

ev.  14;  rates,  89,  275. 
New  Castle  Water  Co.,  New  Castle  Box  Co.  t. 
Newcomb  v.  Yellow  Cab  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  983 — pub.  util.  1. 
New  Jersey  Gas  Co.,  Mantua  Twp.  v. 
Newman  Bros.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  455 — 

commissions,  36. 
Newport  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Middletown  (R.  I.)  P.U.R.1916C,  131 — service, 

234. 
Newton  Gas  &  B.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  514 — discrim.  74;  rates, 

141;  return,  148,  150,  165;  valuation,  122,  209,  247,  248. 
Newton's  Sons  Co.,  Re.    See  Water  Comrs.  v.  Newton's  Sons  Co. 

Water  Comrs.  ▼. 
Newtown  Gas  Co.,  Hermann  ▼. 
New  York,  O'Brien  ▼. 
New  York  Edison  Co.,  Jansen  ▼. 

Tismer  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916F,  12 — secur.  Iss. 

12. 
New  York  Public  Service  Commission  ▼.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co. 

P.U.R.1916E,  343  (s.  c.  172  App.  Div.  324,  158  K  Y.  Supp.  480) 

^mand.  8;  procedure,  7. 
People  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
New  York  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  217 — ^procedure,  1. 
New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  84 — franchises,  2. 

Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  688— discrim.  Ill;  rates,  48,  240; 

return,  213;  service,  244. 
Cohoes  ▼. 

High  Hill  Beach  Improv.  Asso.  t. 
Ostro  ▼. 
Niagara  &  E.  Power  Co.  v.  PuHic  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  *"0 

(8.  c.  171  App.  Div.  361,  166  N.  Y.  Supp.  879) — towns,  1. 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Borders  v. 
North  Carolina  Pub.  Service  Co.,  Turner  t. 
Northeastern  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1016D,  692 — ^return,  73; 

valuation,  96,  215,  222,  334,  369,  433,  493. 
Northeast  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  925— consol.  13; 

discrim.  46 ;  return,  131 ;  valuation,  276. 
Northern  CaUfomia  Power  Co.,  Redding  v. 
Northern  Idaho  &  M.  Power  Co.,  Lambert  ▼. 
Northern  niinois  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916E, 

1090 — monop.  39. 
Northern  Indiana  &  S.  M.  Teleg.  Ae  Cable  Co.  v.  People's  Mut.  Teleph.  Co. 

P.U.R.1916C,  5.34  (s.  c.  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  4) — app.  8,  9. 
Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  752— Kjonsol.  1, 

2,  14,  27;  rates,  41;  secur.  iss.  16,  84,  48,  49;  valuation,  14,  22, 

67. 
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Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  Carbon  Hill  Coal  Co.  v. 

North  Fork  Ditch  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.UJ1.1916D,  477— const.  1.  44,  47; 

discrim.  44;  return,  194;  valuation,  253. 
North  Shore  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916E, 

844— consol.  15. 
Port  Jefferson  Electric  Light  Co.  v. 
Norwalk  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Ontario  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  534— consol. 

20,  24. 
Keenan  v. 
Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Taylor  v. 
Norih  WUdwood  v.  Public  UtiHty  Comrs.  r.U.R.1916B,  77  (s.  c.  88  N.  J. 

L.  81,  95  Atl.  749)— const.  1.  54;  rates,  261. 
Novelty  Incandescent  Lamp  Co.  ▼.  Emporium  Water  Co.    See  Gable  v. 

Emporium  Water  Co. 
NowaU  V.  Citizens  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A,  191 — service,  175. 
Nuttbrook,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  110— discrim.  12;  service,  54,  250. 

O'Brien  v.  New  York.    See  Public  Service  Commission,  Re. 

Ocean  County  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  77 — valuation,  132, 

473. 
Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Eaton  t. 
Plansifter  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Sharp  V. 
Oklahoma  Gin  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  22  (s.  c.  —  Okla.  — ,  —  Pac. 

— )— const.  1.  62;  ev.  8;  rates,  66. 
Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Crystal  Ice  &  Ice  Cream  Co.  v. 
Oklahoma  Traffic  Asso.  v.  All  Railroads  &  Railways  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

267 — discrim.  104;  rates,  196,  I97. 
Olean  Teleph.  Co.,  Hanson  v. 
Oliver  Chilled  Plow  Works  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.    See  Rhodes- 

Burford  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
OUvet  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  415 — monop.  40. 
Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916B,  564 — ^valuation,  6, 

159,  183,  359. 
Onondaga  Golf  &  C.  Club  v.  Syracuse  &  S.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  540  (s.  c. 

160  N.  Y.  Supp.  693)— const.  1.  46, 
Ontario  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Norwalk  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.U.R.1916A,  487 — monop.  9,  6B. 
Oram,  Board  of  Education  v. 
Ordover  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1041 — reparation,  28. 
Ostend  Realty  Co.  v.  Atlantic  City  Sewerage  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.Ra916E, 

191— discrim.  105;  rates,  206,  207;  reparation,  11. 
Ottro  V.  New  York  Teleph,  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916B,  244 — 

service,  61. 
Oxford  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  519— consol.  26;  procedure, 

8;  seour.  iss.  38,  39. 
Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  923 — secur.  iss.  13. 
OsAQkee-Washington  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Jackson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis,)  P.UJt. 

1916F,  217— monop.  67. 
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Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.,  Say  v. 

Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co^  Re.    See  Monahan  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  £.  Co. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  276 — secur.  iss.  26. 
Bertram  v. 
Lofgren  v. 
MiUer  v. 
Monahan  ▼• 
Pilchard  y. 
RoseviUe  ▼. 
Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.»  Johnson  ▼. 
Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Splawn  ▼. 
Pacific  Teleph.  &  Tekg.  Co.,  Pnblk  Serrice  Commisdon  v. 
Packard  t.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJL1916E,  811 — eervioe,  192. 
Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  v.  jUilroad  CommissioB,  P.U.RJ.916B,  437 

(8.  c.  227  Fed.  708) — app.  10. 
Palo  Alto,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  606— em.  dom.  1. 
Pana  v.  Central  Illinois  PnbUc  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  177 — 

service,  99. 
Parks,  Abbott  Light  &  P.  Co.  y. 

Passenger    Fares,    Re    (N.    Y.    2d   Dist.)    P.U.R.1916E,    719 — apport. 
17,  23;  discrim.  102;  ev.  18;  rates,  163,  164,  167,  170;  return, 
129. 
Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Le  Roy  v. 

Moore  v. 
Peck  V.  Indianapolis  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  445— -acctg. 
1;  apport.  67;  depreciation,  19,  39,  86,  86,  88;  discrim.  63;  ev. 
26;  rates,  74;  return,  31,  77,  174;  valuation,  12,  13,  27,  31,  49, 
56,  63,  91,  127,  136,  193,  211,  272,  342,  348,  350,  376,  377,  394, 
400,  464. 
Penn  Electric  Service  Co.  v.  Benson.    See  White  Oak  Light,  Heat  A  P. 

Co.  V.  Benson. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  Harbeck  v. 

Manufacturers  &  P.  Interests  Asso.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Water  Co.,  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v. 
People  ez  rel.  State  Pub.  Utilities  Commission  v.  Chicago  &  K.  W.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916A,  992  (s.  c.  —  111.  — ,  110  N.  E.  321)— diacrim.  2. 
New  York  &  Q.  Gas  Co.  v.  McCaU,  P.U.R.1916D,  01  (a.  c.  171  App. 

Div.  580,  157  X.  Y.  Supp.  707) — service,  60,  80. 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York  Public  Service  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916C,  219  (a.  c.  171  App.  Div.  366,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  1023) 
—commissions,  13. 
Board  of  Administration  v.  Peoria  &  P.  U.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.19ieE,  796 

(8.  c.  —  111.  — ,  113  N.  E.  68) — commissions,  5;  cts.  8. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916E,  476 

(8.  c.  173  App.  Div.  780,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  63) — app.  19. 
Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1916E,  243 
(8.  c.  171  App.  Div.  607,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  1066) — rates,  26. 
People's  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  169 — rates,  120. 
People's  Gaslight  &  C.  Co.,  Daley  v. 
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People's  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Northern  Indiana  &  S.  M.  Teleg.  &  Cable  Co.  t. 
People's  Natoral  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)   P.UJ1.1916A,  349 — 

const.  1.  32;  paym.  18;  rates,  31;  return,  12,  199. 
Swoveland  y. 
People's  Water  Co.»  Alameda  y. 
Peoria  y.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  S.  Co.  (HI.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  493 — apport  90, 

91 ;  crossings,  16-18. 
Peoria  &  P.  U.  R.  Co.,  People  ex  leL  Bd.  of  Administration  y, 
Perkins  Bros.  Co.  y.  San  Joaquin  Liglit  &  P.  Corp.    See  East  Bakers- 
field  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp. 
Perry,  B.  D.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916E,  830— commissions,  38,  39; 

scrap  material,  1. 
Perry  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  <Ill.)  P.U.R.1916B,  313 — teleph.  1. 
Petalnma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  779 — secur.  iss.  5,  52. 
Peterson  y.  Meadows  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916F,  891— -service, 

143. 
Pewankee-Snssez  Teleph.  Co.,  Merton  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
Philipsburg  y.  Montana  Power  Co.  (Mont.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  3.77-— deprecia- 
tion, 49;  discrim.  9,  152;  rates,  140;  return,  113;  valuation,  1. 
Phillips  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Austin  y. 

Phoenix  Water  Power  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  239 — ^monop.  30,  62. 
PUchard  y.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  714 — ^paym.  11. 
Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Moore  v. 
Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  Pittsburgh  Steel  Co.  y. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  McDonald  y. 
Pittsburgh,  H.  B.  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  558— electricity, 

5. 
Pittsburgh  Steel  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A, 

1080 — reparation,  17. 
Pittsburgh  Subway  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  687 — st.  r.  4. 
Plansifter  MilL  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916A, 

208— discrim.  97. 
Platte  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  63 — 

consol.  17;  const.  1.  33;  valuation,  305. 
Plattsburg  Traction  Co.,  Judge  y. 

Pocatello,  Re  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916D,  176 — commissions,  25;  monop.  22. 
Polo  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (III.)  P.U.R.1916B,  318 — apport.  60;  const. 

1.  34;  depreciation,  72;  rates,  227;  return,  222. 
Portage,  Moran  y. 
Portage  Road  y.  South  Shore  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 

P.U.R.1916A,  543 — urates,  46,  47. 
Porter  y.  Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.   (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  407 — service, 

279. 
Port  Jefferson  Electric  Light  Co.  y.  North  Shore  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 

(N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  702 — franchises,  17. 
Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976— depreciation, 

7,  22,  36,  37;  paym.  15;  valuation,  4,  5,  10,  16,  17,  78,  82,  86, 

87,  95,  135,  139,  182,  194,  232,  254,  261,  283,  298,  328,  356, 

413,  420,  428,  454,  465,  466,  470. 
Portland  Terminal  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  18 — crossings,  10,  13. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 38. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


594  CASES  DIGESTED. 

Portland  Water  Dist.,  Se  <Me.)  P.U.R.1910E,  1020— diecrim.  181. 
Powell  T.  California  Water  Co.   (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916E,  874 — paym.  81; 

rates,  96;  8ervi<?e,  129. 
Poynette  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  541 — diacrim.  69;  service, 

132. 
Prairie  City  Fanners'  Teleph.  Co.,  Reorganisation  Committee  ▼. 
Presque  Isle  Water  Co.,  Cook  y. 
Primes  Min.  &  Hill.  Co.  t.  Colorado  Power  Co.  (Colo.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  741 

«— damg.  1. 
Produce  Terminal  Corp.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  378 — rates,  7,  87. 
Project  Mnt.  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.,  Mountain  States  Tele^.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  V. 
Proposed  Order  151,  Re  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916D,  94 — pub.  util.  35. 
Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916A,  400— -rates,  107;  service,  128. 
Public  Service  Commisssion,  Re,  P.U.R.191dA,  1046  (s.  c.  214  N.  Y.  46, 
108  X.  E.  94) — ^pub.  uta.  23. 
Re,  P.U.R.1916C,  547  (s.  c.  217  N.  Y.  61,  111  N.  E-  658)— app.  17; 

commissions,  12a;  em.  dom.  2. 
Adena  R.  Co.  v. 
V.  Booth,  P.U.R.1916A,  955  (s.  c.  170  App.  Div.  590,  156  N.  Y.  Supp. 

140)^-auto6.  7;  const.  L  28,  29,  71;  property,  1. 
Y.  Carson  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.UJt.l916D,  678— ^liscrim.  124;  rates, 

69,  256,  272;  return,  244. 
Y.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  353 — ^rates,  169; 

return,  8,  45;  service,  44,  208. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  y. 
ex  rel.  Seattle  Chamber  of  Commerce  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co. 

(Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  109 — rates,  186. 
Y.  Consumers'  Ditch  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  464 — valuation,  65, 

387. 
v.  Fox,  P.U.R.1916E,  1051  (s.  c.  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  50)— carr.  1. 
ex  reL  Washington  Route  v.  Garfield  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  835 — 

monop.  23;  return,  145. 
Y.  Helena,  P.U.R.1916F,  389   (s.  c.  —  Mont.  — ,  159  Pac.  24) — 

commissions,  1;  const.  1.  3;  pub.  util.  15. 
v.  Hun^an,  P.U.R,1916A,  547  (s.  c.  91  Misc.  432,  154  N.  Y.  Supp. 

897) — autos.  6. 
ex  rel.  Brewster  v.  McPherson  Bros.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  720 

— discrim.  83;  pub.  util.  5;  return,  159;  valuation,  226. 
Niagara  &  £.  Power  Co.  y. 
Y.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916B,  86 — discrim. 

15,  16,  52,  72;  rates,  42,  104;  return,  170;  valuation,  260. 
Y.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  947 — ^valua- 

tion,  7,  16,  36,  51.  225,  432. 
People  ex  rel.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  v. 
People  ex  reL  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 
ex  reL  Everett  Trades  Council  v.  Puget  Sound  International  R.  & 

Power  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1016B,  81 — return,  133,  185. 
Y.  Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  106— rates,  168. 
v.  State,  P.U,R.1916C,  42  (s.  c  —  Ind.  — ,  111  X.  E.  10) — man<L 
3,  4 ;  secur.  iss.  6. 
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Public  Service  Electric  Co.  r.  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  P.UJt.l»16D,  107 
(s.  c.  —  N.  J.  — ,  96  Atl.  1013) — app.  16;  oommissions,  32; 
const.  1.  63;  discrim.  1,  37;  stat.  1. 
PuWic  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Newark,  P.U.R.1916F,  532  (a.  c.  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — , 

98  Atl.  404) — service,  160. 
PubUc  Service  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  437— discrim.  39;  ev.  13. 

Men's  Club  v. 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  Cincinnati  v. 
Emporia  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 

T.  St.  Croix  Gaslight  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  404 — Bervice,  10,  57. 
Shafor  v. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  North  Wildwood  t. 
Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v. 
Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.  v. 
Puget  Sound  International  R.  &  Power  Co.,  PuUic  Service  CommiMion 
ex  reL  Everett  Trades  Council  v. 

Railroad  Commission,  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Clemmons  v. 
Holabird  ▼. 
v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  P.U.R.1916F,  356  (a.  c.  —  Ala.  — ,  72  So. 

397) — service,  36. 
Milwaukee  v. 

Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  y. 
Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  v. 
V.  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  298 — rates,  177. 
V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  P.U.R.1916C,  461  (s.  c.  —  Ala.  — ,  70 

So.  645) — app.  18;  inters,  com.  10;  orders,  1;  service,  205. 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  t. 
Railroads,  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Ramona  Townsite  Co.  v.  Colorado  Springs  (Colo.)  P.n.R.1916E,  702-^ 

pub.  util.  14. 
Rankin  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1087 — monop.  44. 
Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v. 

Rates  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re,  P.U.It.l916C,  607  (s.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S. 
C.  R.  1) — apport.  16,  21,  22;  depreciation,  10,  11,  20a;  dis- 
crim. 98,  99;  rates,  165,  166,  172,  176,  178,  183,  184,  189;  re- 
turn,  6,  32,  37,  205,  206;  valuation,  24,  28,  39,  52,  70,  83-85, 
89,  146,  157,  185,  223,  245,  246,  289,  322,  329,  330,  370. 
Rates  on  Wall  Board,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  109— ev.  10,  11. 
Ray  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915A,  83— discrim.  88; 

rates,  157,  158. 
Ray  &  G.  Valley  R.  Co.,  Moore  v. 

Raymond  &  W.  M.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  749— consol.  35. 
Raymond  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Raymond  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Raymond  Lumber  Co.  v.  Raymond  Light  &  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  437 
(s.  c.  —  Wash.  — ,  159  Pac.  133)-— commissions,  10;  oonet.  1. 
12,  48;  rates,  21. 
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Reddiag  v.  Northern  Cafifomia  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  801 — 
return,  122,  168;  service,  286;  valuation,  262,  290,  436. 

Red  Oak  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ^.1916B,  131 — monop.  17,  35. 

Red  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Town  Line  Fanners  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

Reedsburg  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1094— discrim.  117; 
paym.  21. 

Reichley  Bros.  &  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  701 — pub.  util.  31. 

Relief  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re,  P.UJ1.1016D,  692  (s.  c.  —  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  — ) — app.  26;  const.  1.  43,  67;  monop.  16. 

Remund  v.  Dakota  Cent  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  364 — depre- 
ciation, 71;  discrim.  14;  return,  66,  111,  224;  service,  230,  266. 

Rendine  v.  ConneUsville  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  785— discrim. 
126;  rates,  270. 

Reorganization  Committee  v.  Prairie  City  Fanners  Teleph.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  746 — apport.  97;  discrim.  149;  service,  260. 

Rbodes-Burlord  Home  Furnishing  Co.  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  645— commissions,  9;  rates,  121-124,  132; 
reparation,  10,  13,  14. 

Ritter  v.  International  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  689  (s.  c  —  Misc.  — ,  159 
N.  Y.  Supp.  870) — ^rates,  214. 

Riverdale  Co-op.  Creamery  Asso.  v.  Wells  F.  &  Co.  See  Dairymen's  Co- 
op. Creamery  Asso.  v.  Wells  F.  &  Co. 

Riverview  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  442 — discrim.  155; 
paym.  1,  32;  rates,  81;  service,  1. 

Rizman  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  X41 — discrim.  109. 

Roanoke  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.191,6D,  781 — apport.  56;  depre- 
ciation, 65;  rates,  225,  244;  return,  226. 

Roberts  v.  Ashton  &  St  A.  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916D,  365 — 
certif.  conven.  8,  20,  21. 

Rock  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Roherty  v, 

Rodolf  V.  Southern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1074 — ^lates, 
213. 

Roherty  v.  Rock  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.11>16D,  863 —  monop. 
47. 

Roseville  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co,  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  32— partiea,  10. 

Roundup  V.  Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  303 — apport. 
77-80;  paym.  $,  9;  pub.  util.  9;  return,  30;  service^  119;  valua- 
tion, 148,  162,  169,  171,  328,  427,  462. 

Roundup  Coal  Min.  Co.,  Roundup  y. 

Rules  Regulating  Gas,  E.  &  Water  Service,  Re  (Colo.)  P.UJ1.1916F, 
851 — service,  149,  163,  274. 

Rutland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  West  Rutland  v. 

Ryder,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1067 — autos.  1. 

St.  Alhans  v.  Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.   (Vt.)    P.U.R.1916B,  293 

discrim.  71,  76,  79,  80;  rates.  111. 

St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Belleville  v. 

St.  Croix  Gaslight  Co.»  Public  Utilities  Commission  v. 

St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  552 — apport,  36-54;  de- 
preciation, 27. 
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St.  Josei^  ▼.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.19ieE,  204  (s.  o.  3  Mo. 

P.  S.  C.  R.  515) — ^reparation,  23;  service,  88,  »7. 
St.  Joseph  Gas  0».»  St.  Joseph  y. 
St  Joseph  R.  Light  Heat  k  P.  Co.,  Kramer  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re,  P.U.R.ltl6F,  49  (b.  c.  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  664) 

—reorganization,  1-5;   secur.  isB.  17,  41;  vahiation,  35,  118, 

120,  125,  234,  339,  397. 
Boyle  Y, 

Railroad  Commission  ▼. 
r.  State,  P.U.R.1916A,  868  (s.  c.  —  Ark.  — ,  179  S.  W.  348) — 

service,  35. 
St  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Sesstaghaiis  v. 
San  Ansetano  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  782— apport. 

61;  depreciation,  34,  83;  discrim.  23,  58;  reparation,  5;  return, 

63,  106,  119,  237;  service,  89;  valuation,  119,  291. 
San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Oal.>  P.UJtl916€,  1 — ^rates,  32,  60,  66, 

80,  151,  182,  185;  return,  3,  5,  40,  167;  service,  831. 
Sanford  Telei*  Co.,  Re  (Fla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  34 — rates,  14. 
San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  805— depreda- 
tion, 2;  return,  59,  107,  137,  138;  valuation,  198,  803,  308,  324, 

335,  471,  489,  490. 
San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.,  Re.    See  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso. 

V.  San  Joaquin  Light  Sc  P.  Corp. 
Beal  V. 

East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v. 
McMasters  y. 
Perkins  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Santa  Paula  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916E,  259 — consol. 

33,  34;  rates,  222;  valuation,  277. 
Sausalito  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  244— const.  1. 

51,  52;  pub.  util.  36;  stat  3. 
V.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.    See  San  Anselmo  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co. 
Sayers  v.  Montpelier  &  W.  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  508  (s.  c.  —  Vt.  — . 

07  Atl.  660)— const.  1.  1;  crossings,  1,  6;  orders,  2. 
Schenectady  R.  Co.,  Albany  v. 
Schmidt   Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Clayton  County    (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916C,  49 — 

franchises,  13;  monop.  3. 
School  Committee  of  Canton,  Re  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R1916B, 

361 — rates,  22,  211. 
Schurtz  V.  Citizens  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916P,  190 — service,  268. 
Scranton  R.  Co.  v.  Walsh  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  18 — autos.  8;  pub.  util.  2. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.,  Blalock  Hardware  Co.  y. 

V.  Hampton,  P.U.R.1916E,  349    (s.  c.  —  S.  C.  — ,  88  S.  E.  5) — 

inj.  4. 
Seneca  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Wehr  v. 
Sessinghaus  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916B, 

1004  (s.  c.  2  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  R.  690) — commissions,  12;  parties,  5, 

11;  pi.  1;  service,  38,  39,  184-189,  206. 
Shafor  v.  Cincinnati  &  S.  B.  Teleph.  Co.   (Ohio)   PU.R.1916A,  801 — 

discrim.  143;  service,  261. 
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ShAfor  T.  Public  UtiHties  Commiisioii,  P.U.B.19]^F,  432  (a.  c  04  Oliio  St 

— ,  LJLA.  — ,  — ,  113  X.  E.  809) — service,  32. 
Shjiimon  v.  VaUcy  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  «0 — service,  laO,  167. 
Sharp  T.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  100 — service^  68. 
Shaw,  Se  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  219— coiisol.  29. 
Shiebler  y.  Suffolk  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJL1916C,  70 — 

secur.  iss.  66-68,  72. 
Shufeldt  V.  Citizens  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  232 — ^fines,  2;  senice, 

173. 
Sisna  Electric  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJa.l916T',  720 — eertif.  conven. 

11,  15,  16;  commissions,  15;  monop.  29. 
Silver  Creek  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  385— com. 

missions,  27;  electricity,  2;  franchise,  3,  5,  8^11,  14. 
Simpion  v.  Shepaid.     See  Minnesota  Rate  Cases. 
Sinking  Spring  Water  Co.,  Bvtts  v. 
Skagit  River  Xeleph.  h  Teleg.  Co.,  State  ex  reL  Public  Service  Com- 

mission  v. 
Sloan,  State  v. 
Smith  V.  City  Water  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068— apport  2,  63; 

discrim.  27,  77;  rates,  259,  263,  268;  return,  7,  124,  163,  234; 

service,  275,  282,  288;  valuation,  273,  396,  411,  444. 
V.  Fennimore.    See  Fennimore,  Re. 
Smith's  Hotel  Co.  v.  Mountain  Home  Xeleph.  Co.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  78 — pub.  util.  28,  30;   service,  30. 
Solomon  v.  Chesterfield  Xeleph.  &  Xeleg.  Co^    See  Waverly  Xeleph.  Co. 

V.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
Somerset  Farmers'  Co-op.  Xeleph.  Co.,  Re   (Me.)  P.UilJOlOB,  785 — 

secur.  iss.  28. 
Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  687— monop.  21. 
Southern  Idaho  Water  Power  Co.,  Re   (Idaho)   P.UJEL1916C,  40— dis- 
crim. 154. 
Southern  Illinois  Gas  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  704 — return,  25;  secur. 

iss.  64. 
Southern  Oil  Co.  v.  Yale  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  93 — 

discrim.  60;  rates,  57. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A.  88-*-service,  42,  179. 
Re   (Ariz.)    P.U.R.1916B,  8 — secur.  iss.  14. 
Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  776 — secur.  iss.  15. 
Culpepper  v. 

Mills  S.  V.  0.  k  C.  Fruit  Co.  v. 
Southern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.,  Rodolf  v. 

South  Lebanon  Xwp.  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916B,  430— com- 
missions, 34;   monop.  32. 
South  Omaha  Live  Stock  Ezch.  v.  Chicago,  St  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Neb.) 

P.U.R.1916A,   1034 discrim.    103. 

South  Shore  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916D,  89 — ^franchises, 

18. 
South  Shore  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Portage  Road  v. 
Southwestern  Xeleg.  &  Xeleph.  Co.,  Davidson  v. 
Hannibal  Xrust  Co.  v. 
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SottthwMUrn  Telef.  &  Teleph.  Co.»  Hintoa  r. 
Southwest  Missouri  S.  Co.,  Joplin  y. 

Splawn  T.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  449 — serv- 
ice, 272. 
Spokane  Jk  I.  E.  R.  Co..  State  ex  reL  Public  Service  Commission  y, 
Spokane,  P.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Springfield  y.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  281 — apport. 
66;  depreciation,  3,  30,  56;  paym.  20;  rates,  147;  return,  38, 
68,  69,  74,  79,  118,  156,  187;  service,  162;  valuation,  18,  26, 
47,  110,  126,  13t),  131,  ia3,  143,  214,  241,  250,  266,  268,  343, 
353,  372,  373,  401,  405,  423,  446. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Springfield  y. 
Standardising  Rules  &  Regulations  lor  Water  Service,  Re  (Mont.)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  796 — service,  273. 
Standards  for  Electric  R.  Service,  Re    <D.   C.)    P.UJ1.1916F,  882 — 

service,  224. 
Starks  Lighting  &  Mill.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  216 — rates,  94, 

137. 
State  ex  reL  Burr  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  519  (s.  c. 
—  Fla.  — ,  70  So.  941) — ^mand.  7;  service,  181. 
ex  reL  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  56  (s.  c.  96  Kan.  833,  154 

Pac.  235) — ^mand.  1,  2,  9;  rem.  c.  1,  2. 
ex  reL  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  P.U.R.1916C,  810  (s.  c.  96  Kan.  372,  162 
Pac.  22)— —commissions,  43,  44;  cts.  2;  inters,  com.  3,  7;  mand. 
5,  6. 
Y.  Independence  Gas  Co.    See  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly. 
Y.  Live  Oak,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  524  (s;  c.  —  Fla.  — ,  70 

So.  550)— cert.  1-4. 
Memphis  v. 

Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Oklahoma  Gin  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Commission  v. 
St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 

ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  590  (s.  c.  —  Wash.  — ,  155  Pac.  144,  former 

hearing  in  85  Wash.  29,  P.U.R.1915C,  902,  147   Pac.  885) — 

intercorp.  rel.  5,  6. 

Y.  Sloan,  P.U.R.1916E,  1014  (s.  c.  139  La.  — ,  72  So.  428) — urates, 

102. 
ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Spokane  &  L  E.  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916D,  469  (8.  c.  —  Wash.  — ,  154  Pac.  1110) — commissions, 
40;  ev.  17;  pub.  util.  38;  rates,  1;  return,  1. 
State  Pub.  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Macon  County  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Bethany  Mut.  Teleph.  Asso.  P.U.R.1916A,  997  (s.  c.  —  111. 
— ,  110  N.  E.  334) — pub.  util.  17,  27. 
Y.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R,1916E,  432 — intercorp.  rel. 
1 ;  pub.  util.  26. 
Staunton  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Com.  ex  reL  Augusta  County  Farmers'  Mut 
Teleph.  Co.  v. 
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Steadman  y.  Beresford  Tetopb.  Co.   (S.  D.y  P.tJ.R.191dD,  103 — urates, 

229,  233. 
Steamboat  Canal  Co.,  Re   (Nev.)   P.U.R.1916F,  120— damg.  3;   ratea, 

17;  return,  196. 
Stein  ▼.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.    (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916D,  80-^a^port,  7; 

service,  145. 
StickeU  V.  BeU  Telei*.  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916A,  107ft — intercorp.  rel. 

3;  service,  248. 
Stockbridge  &  S.  Teleph.  Co.,  Loebr  v. 
Stnrbridge,  Re  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  994— -discrim. 

22;   rates,  218. 
Suffolk  Gas  &  £.  L.  Co^  Sbiebler  v. 
Sunapee  Electric  Ll^bt  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916B,  996-— ^nonop. 

54. 
Superior  Rural  Telepb.  Co^  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  860— «enrioe,  86^ 
Sweetwater   Water   Co.,   Re    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916A,   237 — return,   136; 

valuation,  235,  287. 
Swoveland  v.  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  782— discrim. 

153. 
.  Syracuse  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Onondaga  Golf  &  C.  Club  t. 

Taloga  &  D.  C.  Teleph.  Co.,  Whittenb^ g  y. 

Tamaqua  t.  Eastern  Pennsylvania  Ligbt,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  430— rates,  8. 
Taylor  v.  Northwest  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  372 — 

acctg.  2;  apport.  73,  74;  depreciation,  50;  discrim.  6;  ev.  29; 

reparation,  16;  return,  2,  34,  80,  104,  120,  160,  181;  valuation, 

268,  269,  292,  320,  321,  326,  383,  455. 
Telephone  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  862— discrim.  113,  147;  rates, 

243,  246;   service,  242,  256. 
Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  v.  Kutx,  P.U.R.1916D,  972  (s.  c.  241  U.  S.  252, 

60  L.  ed.  984,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  583,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  765) 

commissions,  11;   pub.  util.  3. 
Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.,  Commercial  Club  v. 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916A,  334   (s.  c. 

137  La.  1059,  69  So.  837)— commissions,  16;  reparation,  19. 
Thatcher  Wafer  Co.,  Re    (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1 — rates,  99;    service, 

271,  285,  290. 
Thayer  v.  Beaver  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  962 — apport. 

62,  64,  65;   depreciation,  84;   discrim.  36;   ev.  2;   rates,  266; 

return,  239;  valuation,  99,  161,  187,  219,  242,  266,  275,  295, 

307,  364,  392,  410,  481. 
Thiensville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1098 — rates,  79, 

115;    return,    72,    186. 
Third  Ave.  Bridge  Co.,  Re  (K.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916A,  942 — ^return, 

27-29,  82;  valuation,  224. 
Thompson,  Re  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  ^32— certif.  oonven.  2,  12-14;  monop. 

2. 
V.  Dewey  Gas  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916A,  360 — service,  159. 
V.  Kleckner    (111.)    P.U.R.1916A,  153 — pub.  util.  22. 
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Thormaan  v.  DenTer  &  L  R.  Co.  (Ck)lo.)  P.U.R.1916:E,  421 — service,  22, 

222,  223. 
Thank  ▼.  Montgomery  Light  &  Water  Improv.  Co«  (W.  Va.)  P.UJ1.1016C, 

406— depreciation,  70;  return,  164,  238;  service,  277;  valua- 
tion, 362. 
Tismer  v.  New  York  Ediaoa  Co.  P.U.iL1916A,  949  (a.  c.  —  App.  Div.  —, 

156  N.  Y.  Supp.  28) — service,  151,  162. 
Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.,  Eshelman  y. 
Toledo,  St  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Duncan  y. 

Towamencin  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)   P.UJ1.1916C,  118 — monop.  36. 
Town  Line  Farmers  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Red  River  Teleph.  Co. 

(Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  211 — monop.  37,  68. 
Trenton  &  M.  County  Traction  Corp.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  232 — 

rates,  28;  return,  212;  valuation,  199,  282,  386. 
y.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916C,  599  (s.  c.  —  C.  C.  A.  — ,  229 

Fed.  140) — inj.  1. 
Tri-County  Light  &  P.  Co.,  McClanahan  v. 
Tri-County  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Buehner  v. 
Tri-State  R.  &  Electric  Co.,  Wellsbnrg  v. 
Truckee  River  General  Electric  Co.,  Lehman  y. 
True,  Re   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  897 — leases,  1;   monop.  26. 
Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  640— depreciation, 

15;   valuation,  227. 
Turner  v.  North  Carolina  Pub.  Service  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  798  (s.  c.  — 

N.  C.  — ,  86  S.  E.  1033) — abutt.  o.   1;    municipalities,  1. 
Turner  Creamery  Co.  y.  Chicago  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916A,  1083 

(s.  c.  —  S.  D.  — ,  154  N.  W.  819)— commissions,  21;  const.  1. 

13,  20,  30;  ev.  23,  24;  rates,  62;  reparation,  7,  21,  26. 
Turner  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  418 — monop.  27,  28,  31, 

45,  48. 
T5rrone  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  708 — eonsol.  30;  secur.  iss. 

40;   service,  131. 

Ulrich  V.  Eastern  Pennsylvania  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A, 

1081 service,  75. 

Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Moll  Grocer  Co.  y. 
Oliver  Chilled  Plow  Works  v. 
Rhodes-Burf  ord  Home  Furnishing-  Co.  v. 
University  Club  v. 
Union  Light  &  P.  Co.    See  Shaw,  Re. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Xeb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  327 — rates,  202,  203. 

Fellers  v. 
Union  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.UJ1.1916F,  773 — service,  14-16, 

220. 
Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Water  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1053 — ^pl.   2;    rates,  24. 
United  Light,  Fuel  &  Power  Co.,  Bowker  v. 
United  R.  Co.,  Knepp  v. 

United  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916E,  249 — discrim. 
85;  ev.  20;  return,  134. 
Albany  v. 
Lodge  y. 
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Uniyersity  Club  v.  Union  Electric  Li^t  &  P.  Co.    See  Rhodes- Burford 

Home  Furnishing  Ck).  v.  Union  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
Valley  Park,  St.  L.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  015— certlf. 

conven.   19. 
Valley  R.  Co.,  Shannon  y. 

VaUey  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  272 — secur.  iss.  11* 
Valuation  of  Missouri  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re.     See  Rates  of  Missouri 

Southern  R.  Co.,  Re. 
Valuation  of  Property,  Re.    See  Redding  v.  Northern  California  Power 

Co. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.,  Condon  v. 
Vaudeau  Amusement  Co.  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.   (N.  Y. 

Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1046 — rates,  119. 
Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.,  St.  Albans  y. 
Villaflor  y.  Compafiia  General  De  Tabacos   (Philippine)    P.U.R.1916C, 

127 — rates,  208. 
Vincennes  Water  Supply  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  230^-«ecur.  iss. 

27,  60. 
Vineyard  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  806 — rates,  131. 

Walsh  y.  Bristol  &  W.  Waterworks,  P.U.R.1916E,  497  (s.  c.  —  R.  I.  — , 

97  Atl.  798)— rates,  268,  269. 
Scranton  R.  Co.  y. 
Warren  y.  Chicago,  S.  B.  &  N.  I.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJt.l916B, 

703— cert  if.  conven.  6. 
Washington  &,  0.  D.  R.  Co.,  Com.  y.  > 

Washington  &  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916C,  516— consol.  9,  32. 
Washington  County  Water  Co.,  Re  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916A,  506— -const.  1. 

53;  rates,  55,  262;  return,  232;  secur.  iss.  61;  service,  27. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  y.  Montana  Power  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  141      certif.  conven.  5;  commissions,  22;  const.  1.  23; 

inters,  com.  2,  13;   pub.  util.  6,  10-13,  39. 
Water  Comrs.  y.  Newton's  Sons  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  624 — ^return, 

177;  valuation,  238. 
Waterford  y.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Cohoes  v.  New  York  Teleph. 

Co. 
Watertown   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916D,    631 — depreciation, 

67 ;  return,  139,  220. 
Watenrliet  y.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Cohoes  v.  New  York  Teleph. 

Co. 
Watson  y.  Manila  Electric  R.  ft  Light  Co.   (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916F, 

208 — service,  112. 
Watson  &  Co.  y.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  381 — repara- 
tion, 4. 
Waukesha  y.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F, 

131 — rates,  150,  154. 
y.  Waukesha  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  380 — urates,  44; 

service,  117. 
Waukesha  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Waukesha  y. 
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Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co^  Rt   <\Vis.)   P.UJ1.1916E,  lOM— > 

depreciation,  61;  rates,  149. 
Waveriy  Telepfa.  Co.  v.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg,  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  612— diflcrim.  118;  rates,  237,  238. 
Webster  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)   P.UJ1.1916D.  603-— depreciatioii,  14, 

70;  paym.  3;  return,  43,  103,  227. 
Wehr  y.  Seneca  VaUey  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  479*-^ub.  util. 

16. 
Wells  V.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916A,  144 — paym.  30,  36, 

37. 
WeUsburg  y.  Tri>8tate  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916C,  258 — 

discrim.  67;  rates,  86,  133;   return,  169a. 
Wells  P.  &  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  865 — rates,  146. 
Dairymen's  Co-op.  Creamery  Asso.  y. 
Riyerdale  Co-op.  Creamery  Asao.  y. 
Wells  F.  &  Co.  Ezp.,  Cnrtia  y. 

McAdams  y. 
West  Allis  y.  West  Allis  Gas  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  740— apport.  94; 

depreciation,  67;  discrim.  18-20;  rates,  148;  return,  193;  valua- 
tion, 196. 
West  Allis  Gas  Co.,  West  Allis  y. 
West  Concord  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Minn.)   P.U.R.1916E,  178 — 

commissions,  41;    discrim.   121. 
Western  Ohio  R.  Co.,  Dayton  &  T.  Electric  R.  Co.  y. 
Western  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  483 — secur.  iss.  43. 
Western  United  Gas  Co.,  Re   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  808 — paym.  12,  13. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Burlington  Traction  Co.   (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916C, 

245— poles,  1. 
y.  Foster,  P.U.R.1916F,  176  (s.  c.  —  Mass.  — ,  113  N.  E.  192) — 

discrim.  142;  inters,  com.  4;  parties,  12;  pub.  util.  37. 
MacLeod  y. 

State  Public  Utilities  Commission  y. 
West  Penn  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  114 — monop.  25. 
West  Rutland  v.  Rutiand  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1098 — 

parties,  9. 
West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re.     See  Los  Banos  v.  West 

San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co. 
Los  Banos  y. 
West  Side  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916A,  276 — return,  60,  84,  88, 

92,  114,  200. 
White  Oak  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  y.  Benson  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A,  811 — 

contr.  3;  monop.  49;  mun.  plant,  1. 
Whittenberg  y.  Taloga  &  D.  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916C,  104 — 

consol.  8;    service,  34. 
Wilcox,  Re  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1916B,  79 — teleph.  2. 

Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916C,  35 certif.  conven.  1,  17. 

Wildwood  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  816— damg.  2;  paym.  33, 

34;   rates,  88,  98. 
Winchester,  Re  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1916F,  384— crossings, 

7. 
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Wiaslov  Electric  Light  &  P.*Co^  Bly  t. 

Winthrop  &  W.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Churchill  t. 

Wiscasset  Water  Co.,  Re  (lile.)  P.U.R.1916D*  92d— discrim.  29. 

Re   (Me.)    P.U.R.1916E,  177— discrim.  59;  aervicc,  115. 
Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.B.1916^,,  802 — 

valuation,  482-488. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.,  Bogart  v. 
*    V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  212  (s.  c.  —  Wis.  — ,  URJi. 

1916E,  748,  166  N.  W.  614)— app.  21;  conat.  1.  18,  68,  69;  ev. 

9;  service,  33,  254,  259. 
Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Heoashii   (Wis.)  P.UJL 

1916A,  482 — apport.  83,  84. 
Well  V.  Hullinger   (111.)    P.U.R.1916D,  380— depreciation,  45;   discrim. 

11,  24,  68;   rates,  78;   reparatioB,  27;    return,^  101,  173; 

service,  125,  126;  valuation,  72,  111. 
Woodlawn  Improv.  Asso.  Transp.  Corp.,  Re  <N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.UJL 

1916D,  1 — autos.  13;  monop.  61. 

Yale  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Sonthem  Oil  Co.  v. 

Yangco  S.  S.  Co.,  District  Engineer  v. 

Yankton  Teleph.  Co.,  EUerman  v. 

Yellow  Cab  Co.,  Kewcomb  ▼. 

York  &  M.  Line  Tump.  Co.,  Glen  Rock  Motor  Club  ▼.  • 

York  Shore  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1016C,  826— secor.  iss.  47. 

Zimmerman  v.  Beloit  Water  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  257-^ 
service,  140. 
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A.  &  C.  Stone  &  Lime  Co.,  Vandalia  R.  Co.  v.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916D, 

322. 
Abeles  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  88(5,  March  24,  1916) 

P.r.R.1916E,  416. 
Aberdeen,   Re    (Idaho  Case  No.   120,  Order  No.  298,  Nov.   15,   1915) 

P.r.R.1916B,  733. 
Abingdon  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4508,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 6D,  244. 
id.   (III.  No.  4662,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  789. 
Abingdon  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3151, 

April  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1910E,  618. 
Abbott  V.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1861,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  84. 
Abbott  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4000,  Apr.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  995, 

id.   (III.  No.  4000,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1054. 
Abts  Co.  V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  290,  May  31, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  416. 
Accounting  Order  for  Steam  Carriers,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

5352,  Dec.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  905. 
Acme  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No. 

5172,  Sept.  7,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Acosta,  Re  (Philippine  Case  No.  756,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  915. 
Acrehurst  v.  New  York  State  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5555,  Sept. 

26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Acton  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Mont.  No.  501,  Dec.  4,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  1057. 
Adair  County  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Iowa,  File  A-2211,  April  8, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
Adams,  Re  (Mich.  T-115,  March  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
id.   (Mo.  Case  No.  706,  Nov.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1016E,  240. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-271,  July  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  830. 
id.  V.  Gettysburg  &  H.   R.  Co.    (Pa.   Complaint  Docket  No.   389, 

Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  823. 
Adams  County  Metallic  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1018. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp,  571— <704. 
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Adams  Exp.  Co.,  Re  (X.  Y.  Case  No.  5197,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

699. 
id.  Paulding  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916P,  999. 
Addison  Auto-Bus  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5527,  May  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  913. 
Addle  V.  Bristow  Gas  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  1019,  Cause  No.  2428,  Feb. 

14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Adirondack  Electric  Power  Corp.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4929, 

April  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
Adoption  of  Schedules  of  Utilities,  Re  (Colo.  General  Order  No.  22,  Oct. 

6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  980. 
Advances  in  Express  Commodity  Rates,  Re  (Colo.  Investigation  &  Sus- 
pension Docket  No.  5,  Aug.  23,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  999. 
Aggers,  McGinloy  V.  (Okla.)  P.U.R-1016F,  060. 
Aguirre  v.  Manila  R.  Co.    (Pliilippine  Case  No.  767,  June  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
Ahlgren,  Re   (Wis.  May  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
Ahnapee  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Ahnapee  Veneer  &  Seating  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  674. 
id.  Perry  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Ahnapee  Veneer  &  Seating  Co.  v.  Ahnapee  &  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Nov.  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1910B,  674. 
Air  Line  Roadway  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1027,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

250. 
Airy,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  E-5,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
id.   (111.  Jan.  27,  1910)   P.U.R.1916C,  546. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  E-76,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1000. 
Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (Ohio  No.  675,  July 

5,  1916)   P.U.R.191GE,  352, 
id.  Goodrich  Co.  v.   (Ohio)    P.U.R.IOIOE,  625. 
Akron  Gravel  &  Sand  Co.  v.  Northern  Ohio  R.  Co.   (Ohio  No.  618,  Feb 

9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  620. 
Akron  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2338,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  30. 
Alabama  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Miss.  No.  4302,  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.IDIOD, 

305. 
Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.,  Jackson  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916D,  325. 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  McFadden  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  232  Fed.  KiOO) 

P.U.R.1916F,  151. 
Alameda  County,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3139,  Application  No.  2050, 

March  3,  1910)  P.U.R.1916E,  82. 
Alameda  Improv.  Club  v.  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal. 

Decision  No.  2975,  Case  No.  844,  Dec.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1075. 
Albany,  Re    (Cal.  Decision   No.   2678,   Application   No.    1740,   Aug.   7, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
Albany  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  No.  5712,  Oct.  28,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  336. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  4316,  Oct.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B.  578. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6118,  July  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6022,  May  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1010.    ^ 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp,  (%7 1-^604, 
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Albany  Water  4  Light  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No    1745,  July  21,  1916)   P.UJL 
1916E,  1050. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2402,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
Alba  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-108,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
Albee,  Thielke  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  6. 
id.  Thielke  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1910D,  7. 
id.  Thielke  v.   (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  9. 
Albion,  Re  (Idaho  Case  No.  F-124,  Order  No  331,  Fed.  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  920. 
id.   (Idaho  Case  No.  177,  Order  No.  346,  May  19,   1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  323. 
Alden-Batavia  Natural  Gaa  Co.,  Buxton  v.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)    P.U.R. 

191 6F,  1062. 
Aldis,  Re  (Wash.  No.  1935,  Aug.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  327. 
Aledo  V.  Peoi^e'a  Teleph.  Co.  (lU.  No.  3776,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
418. 
id.  T.  People's  Teleph.   Co.    (111.  No.   3776,   Dec   9,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916B,  549. 
Alexander,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5248.  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  423. 
Alexander  Cooperage  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Hiicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La. 
Case  No.  2494,  Order  No.  1997,  May  23,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 
415. 
Alger  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  I>-1034,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 
Algonquin  v.  Cliicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.    (III.  No.  4098,  Nov.  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
Alhambra  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4277,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  789. 
id.    (111.  No.  4277,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1030. 
id.   (III.  No.  4277,  March  10,  i9l6)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Allegan  County  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-444,  Sept.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1044. 
Allen  V.  Erie  R.  Co.    (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  275,  Oct.  20,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916E,  869. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6218,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.  1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  No.  5265,  Oct.  26,  1915)  P.UJl. 

1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York,  O.  A  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5287,  Nov.  10, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

Allen  Electric  Lighting  &  P.   Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-983,  Jan.  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C.  760. 
Allenton  Kohlsville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  10, 1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  798. 

id.   (Wis.  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
AlliB  Brick  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3738,  April  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  197. 

All  Railroads,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5767,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  Commission  v.   (Miss.)   P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916D,  325. 

id.  Commission  v.    (Miss.)    P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
All  Street  R.  Corp.  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2102,  June  29,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 

FiMf^  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  gee  ante,  pp,  S7 1^604. 
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All  Street  Surface  R.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Cage  No.  210d,  June 

9,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Almont  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  I>-991,  June  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
id.   (Mich.  D-991,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  761. 
id.   (Mich.  D-991,  Feb.  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Alpha  Electric  Asso.  v.  Story  County  (Iowa  Docket  No.  E-208,  July  15, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Alpha  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-982,  Jan.  11,  1916)  1916B,  577. 
Altamont  Illuminating  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5149,  Sept.  21,  1915 1 

P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Alton  &  E.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  A  A.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  766,  Jan.  20, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  83. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  766,  Aug.  25,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  955. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (HI.  No.  766,  Aug.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

955. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  767,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.UJt. 
1916E,  83. 
Alton  &  J.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2710,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  752. 
Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  D-495,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  985. 
id.   (111.  No.  4435,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
id.   (111.  E-416,  March  10.  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (111.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  271  lU.  558,  111  N.  E. 

631)   P.U.R.1910F,  1102. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (111.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  271  111.  558,  111  N.  E. 

531)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (111.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  271  111.  658,  111  N.  B. 

531)    P.U.R.1910F,  956. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (111.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  271  111.  558,  HI  N.  E. 

631)   P.U.R.1916F,  955. 
id.  V.  Vandalia    R.    Co.    (111.    1916,  271  111.  558,  111  N.  E.  531) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
Alton  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4515, 

July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Alton,  G.  &  St.  L.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5532,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  986. 
id.  Eaat  Alton  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Alton  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5329,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
Alturas  Electric  Power  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decigion    No.    3136,    Application 

No.  1970,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  237. 
Alvin  Grain  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5266,  August  8,  1916)   P.UJl. 
1916F,  29. 
id.   (111.  No   5265,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  5265-A,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
Amacoy  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  157. 
Amending  Commodity  Tariff  No.  34,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1694,  Circu- 
lar No.  4877,  Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916D,  351. 
American  Bridge  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Cage  No.  5330, 

Dec.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  071. 
American  Dist.  Toleg.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio  No.  758,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1910E.  280. 
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American  Exp.  Co.,  Re  (Lft.  No.  2509,  Order  No.  2005,  May  24,  191«) 
P.UJtl916F,  999. 
id.  National  Poultry,  B.  k  E.  Aaso.  ▼.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  666. 
id.  National  Poultry,  B.  k  E.  At30.  v.  (111.)  P.UJL191dF,  1059. 
id.  Saundew  v.   (N.Y.)   P.U.R.191CE,  666. 
id.  Tulsa  Traffic  Amo.  y.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  620. 
American  Irrig.  Co,,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3169,  Application  No.  1678, 

March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1021. 
American  Sand  Ac  Gravel  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (UL  No.  3565, 

Not.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.191CD.  314. 
American  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5179,  Jnne  22,  1916)  P.U^R. 

1916F,  966. 
American  Thread  Co.  t.  Bangor  k  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  44,  Not.  16, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
Amhurst  Home  Teleph.  Ck>.,  Re  «Hiio  No.  757,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  767. 
Amidon  v.  Warren  k  J.  St.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Caae  No.  5136,  Feb. 

15,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  998. 
Amite  City  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2101,  Order  No.  1942,  Nov.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1050. 

Anacortes  v.  Anacortes  light  k  Water  Co.   (Wash.  No.  4041,  July  6, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 

Anacortes  Light  k  Water  Co.,  Anacortes  v.  (Wash.)  P.UJt.l916F,  1092. 
Anchor  Bay  Teleph.  (>>.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1014,  March  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  249. 
Androscoggin  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.  O-No.  2,  Nov.  5, 1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1055. 
id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  128,  1,  Jan«  25)  P.UJt.l916F,  1099. 
Androscoggin  Pulp  Co.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  a  67,  April  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Androscoggin  Riv^,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  147,  April  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1099. 
Angola  V.  Indiana  Utilities  Ck>.  (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  909. 
id.  V.  Indiana  UtiliUes  Co.   (lad.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  951. 
id.  V.  Indiana  Utilities  Co.  (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1023. 
id.  V.  Indiana  Utilities  Co.    (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916) P.U.R. 

1916F,  1031. 
id.  V.  Indiana  UtiUties  Co.   (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1073. 
id.  V.  Indiana  Utilities  Co.   (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1091. 
id.  V.  Indiana  Utilities  Co.  (Ind.  No.  937,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1091. 
Anguis,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  289,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  417. 
Ankeny  v.  Spokane  (Wash.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Wash.  — ,  L.R.A.  — ,  — , 
159  Pac.  806)   P.U.R.1916F,  975. 
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Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  965,  Oct.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  lOSL 

id.   (Micii.  D-1020,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1093. 

id.   <Mich:  I>-1071,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U*R.1916F,  1045. 

id   (lilich.  D-679,  Apr.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  250. 

id.    (Ohio  No.  820,  Apr.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  259. 

id.   (Ohio  No.  826,  Apr.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  258. 
.     id.  Fletcher  Paper  Co.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 

id.  Gilbert  v.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916D,  324. 

id.  Holland-St.  Louis  Sugar  Co.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916E,  418. 

id.  Mitchell-DigginB  Iron  Co.  T.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
Annex  City  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2820,  App.  No.  1896,  Oct.  9, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  550. 

Annual  Report,  Re  (Philippine  Case  No.  748,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Anson  Water  Dist.  Re  (Me.  No.  U-120,  Apr.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  247. 
Antelope  Creek  &  R.  B.  Water  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3095,  App.  No. 

2063,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  761. 
Anthony  &  J.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  <N.  Y.  Case  No.  5170,  Sept. 

7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Antwerp  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  803,  April  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

280. 
Apacible  v.  Manila  R.  Co.   (Philippine  Case  No.  186,  Sept.  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
Apaugh  Warehouse  &  Mill  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dee.  No.  2925,  App.  No.  1948, 

Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  746. 
Apex  V.  Oi^on  Short  Line  R.  Co.   {Uont.  Docket  No.  542,  Aug.  22, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 

Appalachian  R.  Co.,  Swain  Highway  Commission  v.    (N.  C.)    P.U.R 

1916B,  428. 
Appanoose  &  W.  Counties,  Centerville  Light  &  Traction  Co.  v.  (Iowa) 

P.U.R.1916F,  954. 
Arcade,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5557,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
Arcadia  Crystal  Water  Co.,  Re  ( Cal.  Decision  No.  3268,  Application  No. 

2184,  April  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  355. 
Arcadia  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio  No.  936,  Sept.  12,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  971. 
.\rcata  &  M.  River  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3289,  Application  No 

2213,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3031,  App.  No.  2032,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1065. 
Ardmore  Electric  A  Gas  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4262,  Dec.  2,  1915)    P.UJl. 

1016B,  694.' 
Arguaville,  Re  (N.  D.  Jan.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1063. 
Arizona,  C.  A  N.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  316,  Feb.  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  276. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Miami  Electric  A  P.  Co.  (Ariz.  Docket  No. 

300,  Feb.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1052. 
id.  V.  Miami  Townsite  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  299,  Jan.  21,  1016) 

P.U.R.1916E,  290.  . 
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ArixaoA  Pan.  Rates,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  156,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U>R. 

1916F,  957. 
AraoM  Power  Co.,  Re  (Ari^  Docket  No.  S22,  March  14,  1916)  P.UJEL 

1916G,  744. 
Arizona  R.  Pass.  Rates,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  185,  Maj  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  906. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  155,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916r,  997. 
id.  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  156,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Arizona  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  333,  Apr.  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.191GD,  308. 
Arlington  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Vt.  No.  476,  June  28,  1916;    P.U.R. 

1916F,  49. 
Anna,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1240,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  974. 
Armour  Grain  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4397,  Nov.  11,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916B,  698. 
Armstrong  v.  Santa  Fe  Land  &  Improv.  Co.    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  272, 

March  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
Arnold  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2709,  Sept.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
Aroostook  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  129,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F, 
987. 
id.   (Me.  Jan.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  987. 
id.   (Maine,  No.  86,  Oct.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  23.. 
Arvada  t.  Arvada  Electric  Co.    (Cok).  Case  No.  42,  April  27,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916E,  323.  .     . 

id.  T.  Arvada  Electric  Co.    (Colo.  Case  No.  42,  April  27.  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
id.  V.  Arvada  Electric   Co.    (Colo.   Case  No.   42,  April  27,   1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
Arvada  Electric  Co.,  Arvada  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916EI,  323. 
id.  Arvada  V.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
id.  Arvada  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
AseiiBio,  Re  (Philippine  Case  No.  765,  May  10,  1916)  'P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
Ashland,   Ashland  Waterworks  Co.  v.    (U.   S.  Dist.  Ct   P.U.R.1916E, 

807. 
Ashland  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Ashland    (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  230  Fed.  264) 

P.U.R.1916E,  807. 
Ash  ton  &  St.  A.  Power  Co.,  Re  (111.  Case  No.  186,  Order  No.  361,  July 

5,  1916)   P.U.R.  1916E,  324.  .      / 

Ashville  &  P.  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6497, 

Aprir27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  41.     • 
Association  of  Ice  Cream  Mfrs.  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4146, 

Sept.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Gflil.  Decision  No.  3437,  Case  No.  2X4-B, 
June  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  619. 
id.   (CaL  Decision  No.  2860,  Application  No.  1749,  Octoben  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  309. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3441,  Case  No.  214-F,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

.   1916E,  619. 
id.   (111.  No.  3972,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
id.   (III.  No.  3902,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id,  ^(111.  T-138,  Nov.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
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Atckieon  T.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  T-10$,  Nov.  2, ,1015)  .F;UJa.l91C©,  368. 

id.   (IlL  T-179,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  3I8. 

id.   (III.  N«.  4418^  Mawh  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  818, 

id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3483,  Application  No.  2386,  June  30,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  962. 

id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3020,  Application  No.  2000,  Dbc^'31,  1915) 
P.aR.1916F,  961. 

id.  T.  Ehrefc    (Okla.  1915)    (—  Okla.  — ,  152  Pa43.  1107)    P.UJL 
1916E,  200. 

id.  Hardy  v.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  309. 

id.  Illinois  Commission  ex  tel.  McCowan  ▼.  (Ill)  P.U.R.1916E,  83. 

id.  Kelley  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 

id.  Live  Stock  Commission  Firms  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 

id.  Manufacturers'  Traffic  Agency  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.lftl6E,  197. 

id.  Mitchell  v.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  960. 

id.  Powers  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 

id.  Richmond  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  818. 

id.  Rock  Mill.  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 

id.  Rock  Mill.  &  Ellevator  Co.  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916E,  195. 

id.  Santa  Fe  Gold  &  C.  Min.  Co.  v.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 

id.  Santa  Fe  Gold  &  Copper  Min.  Co.  (N.  M.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  330. 

id.  Sixth  &  Seventh  Ward  Improv.  Asso.  v.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916E,  84. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (HL)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  424. 

id.  Thompson  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  960. 

id.  Thompson  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 

id.  Williams  v.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1916A,  22. 
Athens,  Athens  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)  P.U.IU916D,  796. 
Athens  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  17,  1916)  P.U.RJ.916E, 

327. 
Athens  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Athens   (Tex.  No.  7387,  —  Tex.  CJiv.  App.  — , 

182  S.  W.  42)  P.U.R.191J6D,  796. 
Atkinson,  Lusk  v.  (Mo.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  151. 

id.  Lusk  V.  (Mo.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  153. 

id.  Lusk  V.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  478. 

id.  Macon  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  478. 
Atlanta,  Hazleton  v.   (Ga.)   P.U.R.1916D,  7* 

id.  Hazleton  v.   (Ga.)   P.U.R.1916D,  8, 
Atlanta  Electric  Light  &  F.  Co.  Re  (111.  No.  4428,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  572. 

id.   (111.  No.  4434,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  921. 
Atlantic  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  June  29, 1916)  RUJR.1916P,  1066. 
Atlantic  Coast  Electric  R.  Co.,  Bradley  Beach  v.  (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916E, 
626. 

id.  Bradley  Beach  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  511,  File  No.  3493,  April 
13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 

id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  502,  File  No.  3530,  DeO.  22,  1915 >  P.U.R.1916B, 
865. 
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Atlantic  Coast  Line  B.  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  May  22,  1916)  P,UJl.lJB16E,  868. 

id.  Bain  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  DeVane  v.  (K  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Moore  v.  (N.  C.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Pitts  ▼.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Sampson  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Southern  Timber  &  Lumber  Co,  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  121,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1«16B>  1665. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  121,  Jan.  11,  1916),  P.U.R.1916F,  1098- 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  121,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 

id.   (Me.  No.  R.  R.  121,  April  5,  1016)   P.U.R.1916F.  987, 
Atlantic  Shore  R.  Extension,  Re  (Me.  Dec.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  987. 
AUas  Co.,  Hughes  v.  (IIL)  P.U.R.1916D.  4. 
Attleboro  Gaslight  Corp.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  ft  E.  L.  Comrs.  March 

20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  248. 
Atwell  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5209,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1916B,  670. 
Auburn,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2129,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 

id-  V.  Auburn  &  S.  Electric  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  4670,  Nov.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 

Auburn  t  S.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5492,  April  4, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  39. 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5787,  Jan.  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  342. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6026.  May  9,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  998. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6025.  May  9,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  998. 
id.  Auburn  v.  (X.Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Attburtin,  Re  (Miss.  No.  4304,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
Aufderheide  Commission  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  T.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Mo.  Case 
No.  736,  DiBC.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  Not  736,  Dec.  22,  1915) 
P.UJt.l916F,  1063. 
Augusta,  a  ft  B.  S.  B.  Co.  Re  (Me.  U-126,  May  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

624. 
AugufiU  Mut.  Teleph.  Co^  Re  (111.  No.  5398,  Sept.  15, 1916)  P.U.R-1016F, 
968. 
id.   (111.  No.  4875,  Apr.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  244. 
Aurora,  E.  ft  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Na  4480,  Dec.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 
963. 
id.  (Dl.  No.  5501,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  304. 
Aurora,  M.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4252,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

922. 
Automatic  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5264,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1038. 
Automatic  Transp.  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5343, 

Jan.  18,  191«)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1073. 
Automobile  Traffic,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  350,  Sept.  30,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  912. 
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Arilla  Mut.  Teleph.  Co^  Re    (Ind.  No.  1741,  Nov.  19,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  790. 
Backer,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1963,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  269. 
Bacon,  Re  (111.  Xo.  5149,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 

id.  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.   (Vt.  No.  50 J  No.  263,  May  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Bacon  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  A  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan.  15, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Badenoch  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4369,  Dec.  2, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  9«2. 
Bailey,  R©  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5327,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

932. 
Bain  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June  16,  1916)  P.TJ.R.1916F, 

1028. 
Bain  &  S.  Counties  Gkis  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3356,  Application 

No.  2286,  May  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  91». 
Baker,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  July  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 

id.  V.  DownsTille  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6712,  Sept. 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
id.  V.  Snyder  (HI.  No.  4105a,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Baker  Bros.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4266,  Dec.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  424. 

id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (HI.  No.  4266,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R 

1910B,  1060. 
Bakersfield  Water  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3401,  Application  No. 

2272,  June  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Baker  Teleph.  System,  Re  (III.  No.  5248,  July  20,  It  16)   P.U.R.1916F, 

28. 
Baldwin,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3429,  Application  No.  2296,  June  16, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  972. 

id.  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  C.  Terminal  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4462,  March  10, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
Baldwin's  Mills  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  797. 
Baltimore  &  O.  A  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  924,  Sept.  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916JF,  1050. 
Baltimore  &  O.  C.  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4853,  April  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  965. 
id.   (111.  No.  4708,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.  (ni.  T-157,  Jan.  13,  1916)  (Two  eases)  P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (111.  T-123,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.   (111.  T-188,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  321. 
id.   (111.  T-159,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.  Baldwin  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E.  86.3. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re   (X.  Y.  Xo.  5S82,  March  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  286. 
id.   (Ohio  Xo.  974,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  47. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4673,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.   (Ohio,  Xo.  691,  Dec.  0,  1915)  P.U."R.1916B,  580. 
id.  (Md.  Case  Xo.  1001,  Order  No.  2542,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1§16B, 

575. 
id.  Cleveland  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
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SaltimoFd  A  0.  R.  Co.,  Henderton  v.  (W.  Va.)  P.UJL1916F,  1070. 

id.  Kundtz  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  200. 

id.  La  Rue  v.   (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 

id.  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  427. 

id.  Order  of  RaUway  Conductorg  v.  (Pa.)  P.UJL1916F,  10«7. 

id.  Somerset  Dairy  Co-operation  v.    (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916E,  823. 

id.  Somerset  Dairy  Co-operation  v.    (Pa.)   P.U.R.1910D,  348. 

id.  Wilson  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Baltimore  A  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  4636,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  74. 

id.   (111.  No.  4239,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  304. 

id.   (111.  No.  4499,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.ia^6D,  361. 

id.  (lU.  T-118,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  311. 

id.   (111.  T-175,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  923,  Sept.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1050. 

id.  Coal  Operators*  Traffic  Bureau  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 

id.  Daviess  County  Coal  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 

id.  Evans  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  93. 

id.  Ft.  Wayne  Traffic  Bureau  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R  1916E,  199. 

id.  Hickory  Hill  Coal  Co.  v.   (111.)    P.U.1U916B,  1066. 

id.  Omaha  v.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  75. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1016E,  91. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  2081,  Oct.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
951. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R   No.  195,  Oct.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  131,  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  624. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  120,  1,  Dec.  24,  1915)   (8  cases)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.   {ile.  R.  R.  143,  March  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  246. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  151,  1,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  116,  1,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1910C,  103. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  117,  Dec.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  575. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  119,  1,  Dec.  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  104. 

id.   (Me   R.  R.  No.  146,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  142,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R,1916D,  306. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  120,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 

id,   (Me.  R.  R.  141,  1,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  118,  1,  Dec.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  139,  March  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  119,  Dec.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  S05. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  91,  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  23. 

id.  American  Thread  Co.  v.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 

id.  Eastern  Grain  Co,  v.  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  740. 

id.  Fernald  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Huddilston  v.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 

id.  Kellogg  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  673. 

id.  Maine  Last  Block  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 

id.  Tingley  v.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
Bangor  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.  C-16,  Aug.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1055. 
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Bangor  R.  ft  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  139,  1,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  624. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  124,  Aug.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
id.  Gibbons  v.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1001. 
id.  Porter  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1936F,  1091. 
Bangor  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  C.  No.  8,  Nov.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
Bangor  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
Banner  Teleph.  Co.,  Clements  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  971. 
id.  Clements  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1018. 
id.  Clements  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
Barber-Paschal  Lumber  O.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Bardonia  v.  Wells,  F.  ft  Co.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5427,  July  10, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
Bar  Harbor  ft  U.  River  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.  C-14,  Aug.  15,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1055. 
id.   (Me.  C-15,  Aug.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1055. 
Barker,  Springfield  Gas  ft  E.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  477. 
Barnes,  Re   (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No,  1764,  Order  No.  173,  Dec.  18,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Barnsdall  Oil  Co.,  Kinley  v.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
Barre  ft  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  No.  461,  April  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
Barstow  ft  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  270. 
Bartlett,  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916F,  961. 
Bartlett  ft  £.  Teleph.  Ck).,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2619,  Jan.  19,  1916) 

P.U.Ra916D,  792. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2631,  March  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
Baaco  Electric  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4707  and  No.  4706  Consoli- 
dated, Apr.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  245. 
id.  (111.  No.  4707  ft  No.  4706  Consolidated,  AprU  20,  1916)   P.UJL 

1916F,  923. 
id.  (m.  No.  5484,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1040, 
Basler  v.  Southern  California  Edison  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3093,  Case 

No.  699,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1001. 
id.  V.  Southern  California  Edison  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3093,  Case 

No.  699,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
Bassett-Springview  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2632,  July 

26,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  1016. 
Basten  v,  Wisconsin  Public  Service  Co.   (Wis.  Nov.  10,  1916)    P.U.K 

1916B,  688. 
Batavia  Improv.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  G.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  131,  Oct. 

3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Batchelor  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2108,  June  9,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
Battle  Ground  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2271,  May  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

3916F,  29. 
Bay   Shore    Teleph.    Co.,    Re    (Mich.    D-839,    Nov.    11,    1915)    P.U.R. 

191 6 A,  479. 
Bayside  Lumber  Co.,  Lennon  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.lOl^F,  017. 
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Bayside  Lumber  Co.,  Lennon  v.  (Oal.)  P.UJl.l9ieF,  1063. 
Bay  State  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  236,  Dec.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916C, 
104. 
id.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1427,  Aug.  81,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  274,  May  26,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 
id.   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1083-C,  Oct.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
id.   (Wis.  No.  288,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1051. 
id.  Chase  v.  (R.  I.)  P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
id.  Chase  v.  (R.  I.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1033. 
id.  Chase  ▼.  (H.  I.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
id.  Chelsea  v.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 
Beach  ▼.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  1771,  0i4er  1068, 

July  22,  1916)    P.UJt.l916E,  826. 
Bear  Guleh  Water  Co.,  Billesback  t.  (Cal.)  P.UJt.l916B,  782. 
id.  Billesback  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.191«D,  806. 
id.  Leggett  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  732. 
id.  Leggett  v.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 
Beaver  City  t.  Beaver  City  Teleph.  Exch.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No. 

300,  Aug.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Beaver  City  Teleph.  Exch.,  Beaver  City  v.   (Neb.)   P.UJt.l91#F,  1086. 
Beaver  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6173,  Sept.  7,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Beaver  Dam  v.  Beaver  Dam  Light  ft  P.  Co.    (Wis.  April  19,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
id.  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  ft  P.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1051. 
id.  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  ft  P.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  1072. 
Beaver  Dam  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Beaver  Dam  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
id.  Beaver  Dam  v.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
id.  Beaver  Dam  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1051. 
id.  Gish  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
id.  Gish  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
id.  Gish  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1051.  , 
id.  Gish  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
Beaver  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio  No.  596,  April  18,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  936. 
Becker  v.  Ynchausti  ft  Co.    (Philippine  Case  No.  793,  Aug.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
Bedell,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5122,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  699. 
Bedford  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Plat  Creek  Teleph.  Co.    (Tenn.  Dec.  10, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
Beebe  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.)   Case  No.  5321,  Nov.  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Beecher  Cnty  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Dl.  No.   5029,  July  20,   1916)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  28. 
id.   (111.  No.  6028,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1910F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  4517,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1015. 
Beecher-Iisle  Teleph.  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Case  No. 
4824,  Dec.  21,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  305. 
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Beecher-Lisle  Teleph.  Ck).  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case 

No.  4824,  Dec.  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
Beef  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  18,  1916)  P.U.K.1916D,  797. 
Beemer,  He  (111.  No.  5161,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.ldl6F,  942. 
Bell  &  Co.  v^  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co.  (Wig.  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  203. 
Bell  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Parge  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Nov.  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  760. 
Bellefonte  Gas  &  Steam  Heating  Co.,  Rhoads  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Belle  Union   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.   2305,  July   1,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  31. 
BellevUIe  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)    No.  2237-B  (First 

Supplement]  March  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
id.  V.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.  No.  2237-B  [First  Supple- 
ment] March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  A  E.  Co.  (111.  No.  2237-B  [First  Supple- 
ment] March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
Belolt  Farm  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  27,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  973. 

id.    (Wis.  Dec.  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
Belt  Line  R.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2098,  May  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,   1064. 
Belt  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4026,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id.   (111.  No.  4685,  Jan,  20,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916B,  740. 
id.    (111.  No.  3903,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  369. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.   (111.)   P,U.R.1916D,  360. 
Belvidere  v.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.    (111.  No.  4302,  April  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Bement  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (III.  Case  No.  4771,  April  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
Benedicto,  Re   (Philippine  Case  No.  760,  May  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

916. 
Bengson  Fireproof  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5194,  July  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  28. 
id.   (111.  No.  5041.  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.  924. 
Benjamin  Harris  &  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4461,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E. 

73. 
Benjiman  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
Bennett  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  6174,  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  070. 
Bennett's  Express,  Re  <Me.  Sept.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  999. 
Benton,  Iowa  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Benton  Harbor-St.  J.  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-207,  July  5,  1916. 

P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
Benton  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Highway  Comrs.  (111.  No.  4187,  Nov,  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
Benwood  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  831,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  830,  June  6.  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  280. 
Berger-Oittenden  Mill.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  AprH 

18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
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Befgholz  Tdeph.  Co^  Re  (Ohio,  No.  783,  Oct.  24,  1916)  P^U.RJ&IO*, 
*  971. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  733,  Oct.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  733,  Oct.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  947. 
.BenMkieii  y,  ClacagD,  M.  k  8t.  P.  R.  €o,  (Wis.  June  2,  1916)   P.D.R. 

1916E,  100. 
Berry  v.  New  York  C.  R  Co.   (N.  Y.  No.  5171,  Sept.  7,  1915).P.U.R. 

1916B,  670. 
Berryhin  t.  Wabash-Pittsburg  Terminal  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Dodh:«t 

No.  8«4-4,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  34S. 
Bessemer  A  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  854,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

46. 
Best,  Limestone  Rural  Teleph.  v.  (Okla.)   P.UJIJ916F,  979. 
Betlrel  Light  Co.,  Re    (Me.  U.  No.  103,  Feb.  23,  3916)   P.U.Ra916C, 

7.58. 
Bethel  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  {Vt.  No.  655,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  606. 
id.   (Vt  No.  665,  March  22,  3916)   P.U.R.1916C,  768. 
Bethel  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  No.  455,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  768. 
Bethlehem,  Bethlehem  City  Water  Co.  v.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F,  973. 
Bethleliem  City  Water  Co.  v.  Bethlehem  (Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Pa.  — , 

08  Ail.  646)   P.U.K.1916F,  073. 
Beyer,  Re  (Wyo.  Aug.  1,  191C)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Blby,  Re  (Aria.  No.  311,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
Biddeford  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R  R.  128,  Sept.  8,  1918)   P.U.R.1936F, 

988. 
Biddeford  ^5  S.  Water  Co.,  Re    (Me.  C-Xo.  0,  Nov.  80,  1915)    P.U.i^ 

1916F,  951. 
Biddeford  Pool  Water  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U-Xo.  75,  Nor.  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  651. 
Biddison.  Re  (D.  C.  Order  No.  183,  P.  U.  C.  No.  2031,  Jfune  21,  1916 » 

P.U.R.1916F,  920 
Billesback  v.  Bear  Gulch  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  718,  Doe.  2928,  Nov. 

23,  1915)  P.U.R1916B,  732. 
id.  V.  Bear  Gulch  Water  Co.  (Cal.  No.  718,  Dec.  No.  2928,  Xov.  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 

Bimini  Water  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec,  No.  3062,  App.  No.  2048,  Jan.  25, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  749. 

Binghamtow  Gas  Works.  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  4859,  Sept.  21,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  540. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5442,  March  1,  1916)  P.U3.1916D,  266. 
Bingfaamton  light.  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6685, 

Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1048. 
Binghamton  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6166,  Dec.  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  683. 
id.  Union  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R1916F,  1011. 
Birkett  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
830. 
id.  t.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
870. 
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Bishop,  Bunen  ft  Hdlmes  r.  Michigtan  Oentral  R.  Co.   (Mich.  I.  k  S. 

Docket  I>-1019,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  830. 
Biflhop  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3348,  Applicatiom  No. 

1987,  May  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  20. 
Bittman  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (N.  Y,  let  Dist.  Case  No. 
1975,  Oct.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
id.  ▼.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.   (N.  Y.  Ist  IMst.  Case  No. 
1975,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
Blackfcum,  Re  (Ohio  No.  934,  Sept.  14,  191«)  P.U.R.1916F,  947- 
Black  Diamond  Water  Ca,  Pittsburg  v.   (Cal.)  P.UJR.1916F,  1021. 
Black  Hawk  County,  Cedar  Valley  Hydraulic  Co.  v.    (Iowa)    P.UJl. 
1916F,  929. 
id.  Citizens  (Jas  &  E.  Co.  ▼.  (Iowa)  P.UJ1.1916F,  929. 
Blackmere  &  H.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1018,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  249. 
Black  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio  No.  951,  Oct.   14,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1051. 
Blackstone  Valley  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  244,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  202.  , 

Blankenburg,  Philadelphia  Jitney  Asso.  y.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  6. 

id.  Philadelphia  Jitney  Asso.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1918D,  7. 
Block  Island  N.  &  P.  S.  B.  Co.,  Re   (R.  1.  No.  «87,  July  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 
Blodgett,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5608,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R1916F, 

913. 
Bloom,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3078,  Application  No.  953,  Feb.  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  282. 
Bloomingdale  &  N.  R.  &  Light  Ck>.,  Re  (III.  No.  6544,  Oct.  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1042. 
Bloomington  &  N.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (lU.  C^ase  No.  4487,  Jan.  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
Bloomington,  D.  &  C.  R.  O.,  Re  (111.  No.  4481,  Dec.  16,  1916)  P.UJt. 
1916B,  572. 
id.   (III.  T-143,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  304. 
id.   (111.  No.  4856,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
id.    (111.  No.  5524,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  968. 
Bloomington,  P.  &  J.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4254,  Jan.  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  982. 
id.  (111.  No.  4,  Box  10,  Consolidated  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E.  91. 
id.  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
Blue  Island  v.  Public  Service  Co.  (111.  No.  2292,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1916E,  1003. 
Blue  Moimd  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4822,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
25. 
id.   (Unincorporated)    (111.  Nob.  4364  &  4820,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R. 

19ME,  277. 
id.   (III.  No.  4821,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
Blue  Pond  Mangle  Roller  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Go.  (N.  Y.  Not  5317, 
Nov.  30,  1915)  P,U.R.1916B,  671. 
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BlufftoB,  6.  ft  C.  Traction  Co.,  lU  (Ind.  No.  2121,  July  I,  1016)  P.UJt 

1916F,  1008. 
Boardman,  Ke   (Cal.  Decnion  No.  8292,  ApplicaticB  No.  2105,  April 

28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  893. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  S540,  Application  No.  2366,  July  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3639,  Application  No.  2367,  July  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
Boardman  k  Leege,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3455,  Application  No.  2329. 

June  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1001. 
Board  of  C<mtrol  v.  New  State  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.    (Ariz.  Informal 

Dodcet  No.  167,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  787. 
id.  y.  Pacific  Gm  ft  £.  Co.    (Ariz.  Informal  Complaint  No.  185, 

May  12,  1916)  gP.U.R.1916E,  323. 
Board  of  Public  Works,  R©   (Michigan  X-6416,  Sept.  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916A,  26. 
Board  of  Supervisors,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  346,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  69. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  324,  May  20,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  69. 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R,  Co.   (111.  Docket  3959, 

ft  Docket  No.  4306,  April  16,  1916)  P.UJL1916D,  321. 
id.  y.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4418, 

Sept.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  Docket  No.  3960,  April  19, 

1916)   P.U.R.191GD,  321. 
Bobyns,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  677,  Deo.  6, 1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  553. 
Boca  ft  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3045,  App.  No.  2028,  Jan.  15, 1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1049. 
Boddridge-Beck  Co.  v.  Onnersville  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2530, 

Oct.  13,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1055. 
Boise  Valley   Traction   Co.,   Re    (Idaho,   Case   No.   F-125,   Order  No. 

332,  March  14,  .1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-115,  Order  No.  351,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1008. 
Bolivar  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  669,  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  653. 
Bombay  Electric  Corp.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6679,  Sept.  19, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
Bond,  Re  (N.  H.  Order  No.  507,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Bondurant  y.  Polk  County   (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-213,  Oct.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  954. 
Boone  County  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (S.  D.  No.  3605,  Dec.  2,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  796. 
id  (111.  No.  3605,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1102. 
Booneville  Sand  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Ck).  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5228,  Oct. 

5,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Booth  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  5319,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Boquet  Electric  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5439,  April 

27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  El-14,  June  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5588,  July  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,. 

1046. 
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Boro  OU  A  aarfC3<>,rFwrnaworth  V.  (X,,y.)  P.yJl.lftWFvdj^O- 
id.  Farnsworth  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1016F,  977. 
Bostou  ^  A.  B.  C^  Re  (N.  Y.  No.:58a^.  March  to,  X^Q):f.V.n,mj&Vi, 
286. 

id.   0\  y.  No.  ^659;  Sept.  ^4,  1^16  >  P.U.R.1«16D,  338,    .     '  f 

id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5667,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.UJl.lWiil),  ^4,  ■ 

id.  (N.  y.  No»  5898,  Jan.  17,  191C>  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 

id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5906,  March  31,  19W)   P^UiR.ldlflD,  365. 

id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No;  5884,  ^Urok  25,  1910)  P.UJl.  19iaF,  102tir. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (New  Hampshire  r)-274.  Order  No.  470,  Oct.  21, 
1916)   P.U.R.191dA,  ^5. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5599,  Aug,  19,  1915)    P.U.R.19iaD,  330. 

id.    (N.Y.Case  No.  5628,  Sept  10,  1015)  P.U.R.1916D,.331.' 

id.    (N.  Y.  No.  5707,  Oct.  18,  1915)  P.U.R4916D*  386, 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5714,  Oct.  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916I>,  336. 

id.   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  876,  Aug.  11,  1936)  P.U.R.1916F,  911. 

id.   (Mass.  P.  8.  C.  1036,  Aug.  10,  1916)   PX.R.1916F,  011. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  166,  June  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  980. 

id.   (Mass.)  P.  S.  C.  1376,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6146,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 

id.   (N.  y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5886,  March  25,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 

id.  Bacon  v.   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916E,  824. 

id.  Keene  Development  Co.  v.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916D,  380. 

id.  LoW  V.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916D,  886. 

id.  Manchester  v.   (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916B,  422. 

id.  Meech  v.   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916E,  824. 

id.  Newbury  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 

id.  Prescott  v.    (N.  H.)   P.U.R.1916A,  20. 

id.  St.  Johnsbury  v.  .(Vt.)   P.U.R.1916A,  26. 

id.  St.  Johnsbury  v.  (Vt  )  P.U.RJ916E,  88. 

id.  Schlaff  v.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 

id.  Thracher  v.  (N.  H.)  P.C.R.1916F,  1069. 

id.  West  Virginia  Pulp  &,  Paper  Co.  v.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  903. 

id.  West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1033. 
Boston  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1329,  Sept.  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.I916F,  1043. 
Boston  Consol.  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  Aug.  14,  1916)    P.tJ.R.1916F,  969. 

id.   (Mass.  Aug.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.191CF,  969. 

id.   (Mass.  Aug.  14,  1916}    P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1020,  Jan.  26,  1910)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  682. 

id.   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  No.  1231,  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.IOIGF,  088. 

id.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1288,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1078. 

id.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1230,  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1078. 

id.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1020,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 

id.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1426,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 

id.  Caro  v.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F.  1079. 

id.  Kearney  v.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 
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Boston  ExceUior  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  <y.  Y.  No.  5212,^eiA.  2«, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Boswell  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2429,  July  21,  19 W)  P.U.R.19ieF,  31. 
Botkin  V.  Chicago,  I.  &  L,  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1233,  April  7,  191^)  P.U.R- 

1916E,  865. 
Boudar,  Carlton  y.  (Va.)  P.U.Ra916F,  917. 

Bowen  Electric  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  5448,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  995. 
Bower  v.  Wichita  Falla  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Okla.  Order  No.  985,  Cause 

No.  2213,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.Ra916F,  959. 
Bowsher,  State  Utilities  Commission  v.  (ill.)  P.U.R.1916F,  958. 
Box  Car  Shortage,  Re   (Neb.  General  Order  No.  36,  March  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
Boyle  T.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Minn.  Complaint  Docket  Nos.  439,  465, 

1915,  Dec.  28,   1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 
Boyne  City,  G.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  DeRoy  v.   (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Bradbury,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5418,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Bradley  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1016E,  203. 
Bradley  Beach,  Re  (N.  J.  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 

id.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Electric  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  Feb.  9,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  626. 
id.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Electric  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  997. 
Bradstreet,  McGinley  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
Brakey  v.  Ventura  County  Power  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  570,  Decision  No. 

3004,  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  198. 
id.  V.  Ventura  County  Power  Co.   (Cal.  Case  No.  670,  Decision  No. 

3004,  Dec.  24,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
Brandon  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2430,  Order  No. 

1101,  Aug.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Brant  Excelsior  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  No.  5285,  Nov.  9, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

Brawley,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3195,  Application  No.  1821,  March  25, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 

Breckenbridge  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Colorado  Southern  R.  Co.  ( Colo. 

Case  No.  74,  June  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Bremer  County,  Cedar  Valley  Hydraulic  Co.  v.   (Iowa)    P.U.R.1916F, 
»  929. 

Bremerton,  Spear  v.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916F,  974. 
Brevort  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1055,  Aug.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

37. 
Bridgeport,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1900,  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  73. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1984,  July  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 
Bridgeport  &  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4346,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

698. 
Bridgeport  Gaslight  Co.,  Re   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1791,  Jan.  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  915. 
Bridge  Street  Grade  Crossing,  Re   (Me.  F.  C.  No.  46,  Dec.  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
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Brixton  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4S68,  April  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  24. 
id.  (IlL  Case  No.  4866,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R,191«F,  923. 
Brink's  Ckicago  City  Exp.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5331,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  27. 
Bristol  County  Gas  &  E.  Ca,  Re  (R.  I.  No,  247,  March  1,  1916)  P.UJL 
191«I>,  202. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  262,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  203. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  266,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
id  (R.  I.  No.  279,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  280,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916E,  327. 
id.   (Wis.  No.  297,  Aug.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1051. 
Bristol  Electric  light  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-313,  Order  No.  513,  March  27, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Bristow  Gas  Co.,  Addle  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Britton  v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6314,  Nov.  30,  671) 

P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Broadhead  v.  New  Jersey  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916K, 

288. 
Brogden  Co.  ▼.  Southern  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  Sept.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.191CF, 

1073. 
Bronx  C^  ft  K  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  1667,  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916P,  39. 
Brooklyn,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2028,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  576. 
Brooklyn  &  N.  River  R.  Co.,  ManhaUan  Bridge  Three  Cent  Line  v.  (N. 

Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
Brooklyn  Cooperage  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  5322,  Nov.  30, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6224,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
Brooklyn  Eastern  Dist.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Terminal  Case  No.  2044,  May  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  281. 
Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2090,  May  16, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
id.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2043,  May  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1080. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  1048,  June  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1081. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1048,  June  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1100. 
id.    (N.  Y.  Itt  Dist.  Case  No.  1048,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1100. 
Brooklyn  Q.  C.  k  Suburban  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2091, 

May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Brookston  Chalmers  Constr.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1986,  Dec.  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  551. 
Brotherhood  v.  New  York,  C.  &  St.  &  L.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket 
No.  71,  July  7,  1916)    P.U.R.191GF,  1007. 
id.  T.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  72,  July  7, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
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Brotherhood  of  R.  Trainmen  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket/ 

Xo.  68)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Brotherton,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2966,  Application  No.  1990,  Dec.  9, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  282. 

Brown,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3530,  Application  No.  2368,  July  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 

id.  T.  acTeland,  C.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  308-1675,  Jan.  22, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
id.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  Nob.  4997,  5112,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  92. 
id.  T.  Terre  Haute,  I.  ft  E.  Traction  CJo.  (Ind.  1915,  —  Ind.  App. 
— ,  110  N.  E.  703,  rehearing  denied  in  1916,  —  Ind.  App.  — , 
113  N.  E.  313)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
id.  V.  Vinalhaven  &  R.  S.  S.  Co.  (Me.  P.  C.  No.  54,  June  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1085. 
Brown  County  Teleph.   Co.,  Denmark  Farmers*  ft  M.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 

(Wis.)    P.U.R.1916E,  305. 
Brownell  &  Co.,  Re   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1839,  Mardi  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  560. 
Brownville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U-152,  Aug.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
945. 
id.   (Me.  U-152,  Aug.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1043. 
Bruner,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2469,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.UJl.l9ieF,  977. 
Brunswick  ft  T.  Water  Dist.,  Re  (Me.  U-86,  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
103. 
id.   (Me.  U-96,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  104. 
Brymer  v.  Henryetta  Gas  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2567,  Aug.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Buchanan  v.  Merchants'  Heat  ft  Light  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2086,  March  10, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
Buchanan  County  v.  Buchanan  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  £^187,  Jan. 

24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Buckeye  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  779,  Apr.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  258. 
Buckfield  Water,  Power  ft  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-108,  March  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  284. 
Buddendorff,  Gulf  ft  S  I.  R.  Co.  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916E,  666. 

id.  Gulf  ft  S.  L  R.  Co.  v.   (Miss.,   P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
Buege,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
Buena  Vista  County,  Peterson  Power  ft  Mill.  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F, 

930. 
Buffalo,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  G.  C.  432,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 
68. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  G.  C.  432,  Jan.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  85. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  433,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.  V.  International  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5292,  .Jan.  18, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Buffalo  ft  L.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  3188,  Sept.  29,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  541. 
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Buffalo  &  W.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (X,  Y.  Xo.  4955,  Nov,  9,  1015)  P.U.R. 

191CB,  579. 
Buffalo  Creek  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  2104,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  540. 
Buffalo  General  Electric  Co.,  Re  (^^  Y.  Case  No.  5401,  Feb.  24,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  255. 
id    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6453,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

39. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5605,  April  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916I, 
1057. 
Buffalo,  L.  &  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N   Y.  No.  5872,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  307. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5841,  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No,  6027,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916F,  99S. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6097,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
Buffalo,  L.  E.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5381,  March  14, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5632,  Sept.  15,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  332. 
id    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5625,  Sept.  9,  1915)'  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
id    (N.  Y.  No.  5660,  Sept.  24,  1015)   P.U.R.1916D,  333. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5807,  Jan.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5753,  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6619,  Sept.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5705,  Oct.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.    (N.  Y.  No.  6764,  Dec.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6888,  March  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5643,  Sept.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6874,  March  18,  1910)   P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.  Britton  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
id.  Fitzpatrick  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  West  Falls  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
Buffalo  Southern  R.  Co.,  Homberger  v.  (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Buffalo  Vegetable  Market  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  6323,  Nov.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

Bunker  Hill  v.  Traction  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2272,  July  28,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
Bunsen  Coal  Co.,  Smith  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
Burdick  v.  McGowan,  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.  Oct.  16, 1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  980. 
Bureau  County  Independent  Telepb.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4887,  April  5. 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  277. 

id.   (111.  No.  4887,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
Bureau  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  6119,  June  21,  1016)   P.U.R. 
191 6E,  307. 
id.   (111.  No.  6118,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
Burger,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2094,  April  7,  1916)   P.r.R.1916E,  278. 
Burlington  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Dock«t  No.  2245,  April  25, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  64. 
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Burlington  v.  Thicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  2245,  Aprii  25, 

1016)   P.U.R.1916E,  67. 
\l.  T.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co.    (Wia.  Itefe.  81,  1D15)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  426. 
Burlington  Light  A  P.  Co.,  Re   (Vt.  Permit  Under  General  Order  No. 

4,  April  6,  19]  6)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 

BurlingtoH  R.  &  K.  Tele^.  Co.,  Re  (Wl«.  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

242. 
Bfumett-Washburn  County  Teleph.  Ca,  Re  (Wis.  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1018. 
id.   (Wig.  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1085. 
Burtift  V.  Jeffersoa  &  V.  B.  Counties  (Iowa,  Docket  E-185,  Feb.  25,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
id.  V.  Jefferson  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-192,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  929. 
Burton  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  App.  No.  2589,  Dec.  18,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  158. 
Bueh  V.  New  Orleans  G.  N.  R.  Co.  (La,  No.  2468,  Order  No.  1993,  May 

23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Business  Men's  Club  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan.  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1059. 
Butler,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5547,  June  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

913. 
Butler  County,  Cedar  VaUey  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Butler  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2367,  July  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

269. 
Butternut  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  8.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  20, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
Butts,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5340,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Butx  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3618,  Nov.  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B, 

1049. 
3uxton  V,  Alden-Batavia  Natural  Gas  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

5405,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
^ron  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4597,  March   22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  242. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4596,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 
id.   (111.  No.  4597,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
Byron  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2208,  May  13,  1910)    P.U.R.1916D, 

791. 
Cabin  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Caddo  V.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.   (I^.  No.  2525,  Order  No.  2024, 

July  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Cadelina,  Re   (Philippine,  Case  No.  755,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Cadillac  Lumber  Exch.  v.  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-967,  Jan. 

5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  324. 

Cadott  Teleph.  Co.,  Cirkel  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
Cady,  Re  (Cat.  Decision  No.  2905,  Application  No.  1848,  Nov.  18,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
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Cady,  Re  (CaL  Deciaion  No.  2905,  Applkation  No.  1848,  Nov.  18,  1015) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  1029. 
id.  (GaL  No.  2905,  Application  N«.  1848,  Not.  18,  1915)   P.UJR. 

1916B,  731. 
CahiU  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-.182,  Jan.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1063. 
Cahokia  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  Nob.  4658  Jt  4907,  May  31,  1916)  P.UJt. 

1916F,  973. 
Cain  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  F-260,  AprU  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

796. 
Cairo  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4934,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
Calais  Street  R.  Co.^  Re  (Me  R.  R.  180.1,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1099. 
Calaveras  County  v.  Sierra  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3899,  Case  No. 

910,  June  8,  1916)  P.U.R.191CF,  910. 
Calaveras  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3333,  Application  No. 

1929,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3428,  Application  No.  2299,  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
Calexico,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2852,  Application  No.  1889,  Oct.  29, 

1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  70. 
Calhoun  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (La.  No.  2460,  Order  No.  1965, 

Dec.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.miOB,  1050. 
Calibuyo  Co.  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  318,  Feb.  12,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  823. 
California,  A.  &  S.  F.  R,  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3180,  Application 

No.  2142,  March  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
California  Nav.  &  Improv.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3438,  Case  No. 

214-C,  June  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  619. 
California  Oregon  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3313,  Application 

No.  2166,  May  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
California  Teleph.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3575,  Application 

No.  2303,  Aug.  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
California  Transp.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decbion  No.  3439,  Case  No.  214-D, 

June  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  619. 
California  Wharf  &  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3295,  Appli- 
cation No.  2096,  April  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 
Callahan,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5601,  July  13,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  913. 
Callaway  &  A.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  Application  No.  2550,  Dec.  14, 

1915)    P.U.R,1916B,  577. 
Callicoon  Independent  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4949, 

Dec.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  763. 
Calumet  Refrigerating  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4923,  April  28,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  923. 
Calumet  Western  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4327,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

753. 
Calvin  v.  Louisiana  &  A*  R.  Co.    (La.  No.  2441,  Order  No.  1956,  Dec. 

13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
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Camas  Prairie  R.  Co.,  Be  (Idalto,  Ctoe  No.  151,  Order  No.  841,  April 

15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
Cambria  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  IX-941,  Marck  90,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  249. 
Cambria  Steel  Co.  v.  PaunBylvaiiia  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No. 

878,  1916)    P.U.R.1916r,  1028. 
Cambridge  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  759. 
Cameron  v.  Lake  Erie  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3966,  Dee.  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1060. 
Cameron  ft  Co.  t.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  5161,  Sept.  1,  1915) 

P.UJEL1916B,  671. 
Canaan  Eleetnc  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-291,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
Canadian  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  106,  Not.  4,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F. 

987. 
id.  V.  Richford  (Vt.  No.  448,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Canajoharie  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  4190,  Jan.  0, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
Canas^aga  t.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  C:a8e  No.  4654,  Sept.  29,  1916)  P.UJR. 

1916B,  1053. 
Cannon  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  Dec  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Canton  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4654,  Fob.  3,  1916)   P.UJR.1916F, 

1001. 
Capital  Water  Co.,  Hodges  v.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
Capps  V.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2456,  Order  No. 

1110,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
Caringal,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  748,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Carlson,  Re   (Cal,  Decision  No.  3714,  Application  No.  2575,  Sept.  28, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
Carlton  v.  Boudar    (Va.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  118  Va.  521,  88  S.  E.  174) 

P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
Carmichael,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3309,  Application  No.  2256,  May  6, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
id.  V.  Jennings  Gas  Co.   (Okla.  Order  No.  1029,  Cause  No.  2442, 

March  16,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
Carmichael  Irrig.  Dist.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3265,  Application  No. 

2101,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2102,  Decision  No.  3260,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Caro  ▼.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  (Mass.  No.  1302,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1079. 
V.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  No.  1802,  July  IS,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 
Carpenter's  Bus  Line  Int.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5491,  May  2,  1916)  FJJJR. 

1916D,  4. 
Carriers  Mills  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (IlL  No.  4266,  April  20, 
^  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  622. 

Carroll  ft  A.  Counties,  Iowa  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  v.   (Iowa)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  930. 
Carroll  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  439,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.19J6C,  607. 
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Gam's  CHy  IVanrfer,  Re  (R.  I.  Ko.  2$1,  Ifor'.  3,  WIS)   P.UJ1.1016C,. 

546. 
Carson,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  Nd.  770,  May  12, 1916)  .P.U.R.19a6E,  275. 
Carter  v.  Missouri  R.  Co.    (Mo.  Case  No.  525,  Nov.  10,  1916)    P.U.R. 
191 6E,  19». 
id.  T.  Missouri  R.  Co.   (Mo.  Ca^se  No.  525,  Nbv.  10,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916K,  669. 
id.  V.  Missouri  R.  Cov    (Mo.  Case  No.  525,  Nov.  10,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  828. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  No.  6288,  Nov.. 9,  1915)   P.UJl. 
1916B,  670. 
Carthage  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5116,  July  31,  1916> 

P.UR.3916F,  1047. 
Cascade  Branch  Line  of  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Iowa,  Docket 
A-935,  Dec.  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  006. 
id.   (Iowa,  Docket  A-935,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
id.    (Iowa,  Docket  A-035,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.r.R,1916F,  1072. 
Cascade  Mill  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket 

No.  516,  Order  No.  155,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  361. 
Casco-Brussels  TeJeph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  25,  1916)  P.U.'R.1916E,  242. 
Castleman  Bros.  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3693,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.UJl. 
1916E,  197. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  C;o.   (111.  No.  3693,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,. 
1066. 
Castleton,  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916A,  27. 
Catskill  &  N.  Y.  S.  B.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6959,  April  25,  1916> 

P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 
Catskill  Mountain  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4701,  Nov.  30,  1915  > 
P.U.R.1916B,  579. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5432,  Feb.  24,  101(i)   P.U.R.1916D,  255. 
Cattaraugus  County  Lighting  Co,,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4200, 

July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1047. 
Cavite  Electric  Light  &  P.  Plant   (Philippine,  Case  No.  289,  July  22, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
Cebu  V.  Philippine  Ry.  Co.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  132,  Aug.  12,  1915> 
P.U.R.1916A,  22. 
id.  V.  Philippine  Ry.  Co.   (Philippine  Case  No.  132,  Aug.  12,  1915; 
P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
Cebn  Lumber  Co.  v.  Smith,  B.  &  Co.   (Philippine,  Ose  No.  202^  July 

26,  1916)   P.U.R.191fiF,  1028. 
Cebu  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  673,  Dec  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  768. 
Cedar  Rapids  &  I.  C.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Michalek  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916E, 
64. 
id.  Michalek  v.    (Iowa)    P.U.R.1916E,  100. 
Cedar  Valley  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  Black  Hawk  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No, 
£-198,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  929. 
id.  V.  Bremer  County    (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-199,  April  27,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
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Oedar  Valley  Hydntulic  Co.  v.  Butler  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-200, 
April  27,  1916)   P.U.R,1916F,  929. 
id.  ▼.  Chickasaw  County  (lou-a,  Docket  No.  E-201,  April  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
id.  V.  Franklin  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-203,  April  27,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Centerville  v.  Y.  k  M.  V.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4293,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1056. 
Centerville  Light  k  Traction  Co.  v.  Appanoose  k  W.  Counties   (Iowa, 

Docket  No.  E-223,  Oct.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  954. 
Central  Aqueduct  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-09,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  284. 

id.   (Me.  U-102,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  758. 
Central  Box  Co.  v.  Indianapolis  Light  k  Heat  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1923,  Dec. 

23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
Central  California  Gas  (3o.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3495,  Application 
No.  2337,  July  8.  1916)   P.U.R.1916F.  23. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3046,  Application  No.  1944,  Jan.  15,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  236. 
Central  California  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2917,  App.  No.  1963, 

Nov.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1065. 
Central  Cold  Storage  Co.,  Re    (111.  Docket  No.  5252,  July   13,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  26. 
id.   (111.  No.  4794,  April  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
Central  Dist.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  740,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
307. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  815,  April  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  308. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  838,  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  308. 
id.   (Ohio,  Formal  Complaint  No.  645,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1107. 
id.    (Ohio,  Formal  Complaint  No.  645,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1017. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  917,  Aug.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  971. 
id.   (Ohio,  Formal  Complaint  No.  645,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
946. 
Central  Dist.  Teleph.  Co.  and  Benwood  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  710, 

Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
Central  Freight  Asso.   (111.  T-147,  Dec.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
Central  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  670i,  Nov.  13,  1915)  P.Uil.l916F,  1004. 
Central  Heating  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2492,  Aug.  25,  1916r  P.U.R.1916F, 

928. 

Central  Hudson  Gas  k  E.  Co.,  Re  fN.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5367,  Feb.  8, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  932. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  282,  May  31,  1916)   P.r.R.1916F,  42. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5370,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.IT.R.1916F,  932. 

Centralia  k  C.  City  Traction  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4427,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  922. 
Centralia  Gas  k  E.  Co.  v.  Illinois  Southern  R.  Co.   (111.  No   4135,  Jan. 
13,  1916)   P.UJt.l916B,  1061. 
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Centralia  Traction  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  4426,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F, 

922. 
Central  Illinois  Electric  Co.,  Re   (UL  E-395,  March  10,  1916)   P.UJl. 

1916C,  664. 
id.   (111.  No.  4669,  April  6,  1916)  P.UJEL1916F,  923. 
id.   (111.  No.  6042,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  25. 
id    (111,  Case  No.  4655,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (111.  No.  4689,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (111.  E--398,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  564. 
id.  (111.  No.  6267,  July  7, 1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
Central  Illinois  Light  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  8796,  Jan.  19,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916C,  562. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4629,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
id.   (111.  No.  4660,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1910C,  756, 
id.   (111.  No.  4503,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
id.   (HI.  No.  4268,  Jan.  0,  1916)   P.UJt.l916C,  560. 
id.   (111.  No.  4350,  Nov.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4485,  Dec.  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
id.   (111.  No.  4392,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
id.   (111.  No.  4391,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  4700,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1910E,  325. 
id.   (111.  No.  5392,  Aug.  S,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
id.   (111.  No.  5313,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5150,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
id.   (111.  No.  4581,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  269. 
id.   (111.  No.  4128,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  925. 
id.   (III.  No.  4249,  Jan.  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1916B,  561. 
id.   (111.  No.  4335,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
id.   (111.  No.  435.5,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  755. 
id.   (111.  No.  5304,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5342,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5343,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5344,  July  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5454,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
id.   (111.  No.  4581,  Apr.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  244. 
id.   (111.  No.  4674,  March  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
id.   (Til.  No.  4473,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (111.  No.  4625,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  175. 
id.   (111.  No.  4931,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
id.   (111.  No.  5572,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (111.  No.  5500,  Sept.  15,  191(^  P.U.R.1916F,  995. 
id.   (111.  No.  4363,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
id.  (111.  No.  5537,  Sept  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1022. 
id.   (111.  No.  6528,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
id.   (111.  No.  4653,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.   (111.  No.  4990,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1054. 
id.   (III.  Case  No.  4559,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (111.  Case.  No.  4939,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  6177,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  025. 
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Central  HKnois  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  5480,  Sept.  22,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  No.  5478,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  944. 
id,   (111.  No.  4885,  April  13,  1916)   P.i:.R.1916F,  965. 
•     id.   (111.  No.  4659,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  964. 
id.   (111.  No.  5607,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.r.R.1916F,  954. 
id.   (111.  No8.  4829  &  4849,  July  20,  191 6 >  P.U.R.1916F,  28. 
id.   (111.  No.  4581-A,  ^larch  10,  191G)   P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (111.  No.  4662,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (111.  No.  4560,  Feb.  17,  1916 >   P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (HI.  No.  5526,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
id.   (111.  No.  5325,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4304,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
id.   (111.  No.  5532,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (in.  No.  5468,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  No.  5467,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  No.  5479,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.r.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  No.  4945,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  4947,  May  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916P,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  4786,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (111.  No.  4781,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (111.  No.  4677,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (HI.  No.  4623,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.  JerseyvJlle  v.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
id.  Lawrenceville  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 
Central   Illinois    Supply    Co.,    Public    Utilities    Commission   t.    (111.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  951. 
Central  Illinois  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5434,  Sept.  15,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  944. 
id.   (111.  No.  6433,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  968. 
Central  Illinois  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (111.  4774,  April  13,  1916)    P.U.R. 
191 6E,  323. 
id.   (111.  No.  5240,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
Central  Indiana  R.  Co.  Re  (Ind.  No.  1057,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

673. 
Central  Iowa  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Webster  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-173, 

Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Central  Light  &  Fuel  Co.,  Sapulpa  Ref.  Ck).  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1007. 
Central  Maine  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-93,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 
757. 
id.   (Me.  U-153,  Aug.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  33. 
id.   (Me.  U-131,  June  9,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  137,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1042. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  74,  Nov.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  478. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  77,  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  478. 
Central  Mfg.  v.  Hydro  Electric  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2535,  Oct.  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1055. 
Central  Michigan  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1046,  June  27,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
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Central  New  Engtend  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  3211,  Jan.  12. 1916)  P.U^. 
1916E,  85. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Oaae  No.  6298,  Jan,  18,  1916)  P.UJ<.1916E,  821. 
id.   (X.  Y.  Case  No.  5726,  Nov.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  3424,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
id.   (X.  Y.  Case  No.  3211,  Dec,  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 
Central  New  York  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5150, 

Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  539. 
Central  New  York  S.  R.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4298,  June 

6,  1916)   P.U.R.  1916F,  43. 
Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co.,  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.) 

P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Central  Public  Service  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  5324,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1003. 
Central  R.  Co.,  Brotherhood  of  R.  Trainmen  v.    (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1067. 
id.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1917,  Jan.  14,  1916)  PX'.R.1916B, 

673. 
id.  New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  463. 
id.  Railway  Conductors  v.  (Pn.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  V.  United  States  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.  1915  —  C.  C  A.  — ,  229  Fed. 
501)    P.U.R.1916E,  618. 
Central  States  Bridge  Co.,  Chicago,  I.  k  L.  R.  Co.  v.   (Ind.)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  673. 
Central  States  Canning  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2307,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R, 

1916E,  199. 
Central  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Zeman  v.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 
Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4071,  Jan.  6,  1916)    P.UJt. 
1916E,  276. 
id.   (111.  No   4864,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  277. 
id.   (111.  No.  4761,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R,1916E,  278. 
id.   (111.  No.  4830,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (III.  No.  5173,  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1«16E,  307. 
id.   (111.  No.  5213,  June  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4754,  March  IG,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E.  306. 
id.   (111.  No.  4984,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4886,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
id.   (III.  No.  4881,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916K,  306. 
id.   (III.  No.  4457,  April  7,  1»16)   P.U.R.1916E,  277. 
id.   (111.  No.  4539,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  277. 
id.   (111.  No.  4270,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (111.  No.  4735,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916K.  306. 
id.   (111.  No.  4457,  April  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  979. 
id.   (111.  No.  5566,  Get.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  5494,  Sept.  15,  1916)    P.UJ1.1916F,  968. 
id.   (111.  No.  5293,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2228,  April  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  791. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  5318,  Aug.  8,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
id.   (111.  No.  5530,  Get.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
id.   (III.  No.  5495,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U  R.1916F,  968. 
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Central  Unioii  Telepk.  Co.,  Be   (Ohio,  No.  661,  Deo.  1,  19U)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  971. 
Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  aad  Highland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Xow  4370,  Jan. 

13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
id.  Ipava  Central  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (III.  No.  4531,  Jan.  27,  1918) 

P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
id.  Kewanee  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (III  No.  4039,  Jan.  6,  1916} 

P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
id.  JMetomora  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4525,  Jan.  27,  1916 i  P.L.R. 

1916B,  751. 
id.  People's  Mot.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4476,  Jan.  13,  1916) 

P.U.B.1916B.  761. 
id-  (Sparta  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  4830,  Dec.  2,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  751. 
id.  Western  Illiiiois  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4477,  Jan.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  761. 
Central  U.  Teleph.  Cow  with  Alhambra  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No. 

4326,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  750. 
id.  Central  Illinois  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4344,  Dec.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  751. 

Central  Vermont  R.  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  Ko.  431,  March  13,  1916)  P.U-Ra916E, 

81. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1750,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916B,  1054, 
Central  Wisconsin  Supply  Co.  y.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R. 

Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  13,  3916)   P.UJ1.1916B,  674. 
Central  Wisconsin  Traffic  Bureau  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis. 

April  19,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
Cereal  MUls  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co.   (Wis.  June  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.191CF,  1029. 
Cerro  Gordo  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3551,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

963. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 

id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5064,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 
Champaign  &  U.  Water  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4492,  Jan.  20,  1916'.   P.U.R. 

1916C,  753. 
Chancy  &  P.  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2383,  Oder  No.  1009, 

Jair.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
Changes  in  Classification  No.  4,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  478,  File  No.  1573- 

M-1,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
Channon,   Re    (California,   Decision   No.   2830,   Application   No.    1873, 

Oct.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  275. 
Chanute,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1061,  Dec.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  974. 
Charleston  v.  Garrison  Fisher  Co.    (Wash.  No.  1934,  Nov.  16,  1916; 

P.U.R.1916F,   1092. 
id.  V.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.    (Miss.  No.  4198,  June  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.  V.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.    (Miss.  No.  4198,  Aug.  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  990. 
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Charleston  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Gainea  v.  {S.  C.)  P.U.R.1W6E,  474. 
Chase,  Re  (Vt.  June  6,  1916)P.U.R.1916F,  938. 

id.  V.  Bay  State  Street  R  Co.  (R  I.  No.  26,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R 

1916F,  978. 
id.  V.  Bay  State  Street  R.  Co.  (R.  I.  No.  26,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1033. 
id.  V.  Bay  State  Street  R  Co.  (R  I.  No.  26,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R 
1916F,  1104. 
Chasm  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5464,  April  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
Chateaugay  A  B.  Exchanges  v.  Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d 

Dist.  Case  No.  4424,  Feb.  9,  1916)   P.U.R1916C,  702. 
Chatham  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  <N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

5570,  July  10,  1916)   P.U.R1916F,  1057. 
Chatsworth  v.  Toledo,  P.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (Illinois,  N©-.  31,  69,  March  31, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  24. 

Chatsworth  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  4898,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.191^,  278. 
Chatsworth  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (111.  No.  4900,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R1916F, 
26. 
id.   (111.  No.  4899,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  925. 
Chaumont  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5261,  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.U.R 
1916B,  552. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5261,  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5621.  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  763. 
Cheboygan  Electric  light  k  P.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-728,  Aug.  25,  1916) 
P.U.R1916F,  37. 
id.   (Mich.  D-728,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  37. 
Chelsea,  Re  (Michigan,  X-6986,  Oct.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
id.   (Mich.  X-4487,  March  81,  1916)  P.II.R.1916E,  95. 
id.  V.  Bay  State  Street  R.  Co.   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  No.  1314,  July  21, 

1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1079. 

id.  Chelsea  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Chelsea  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Chelsea   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2545,  Order  No. 

1085,  Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Chenoa  Tel^h.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3454,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  102. 
Cherryfield  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1073. 
Chesaning  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  T-99,  Jan.  26,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916B,  750. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  862,  June  14,  1916)   P.U.R 
1916F,  46. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2130.  Feb.  28,  1916)   P.U.R1916E,  92. 
id.  Dorr  v.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R1916E,  618. 
id.  Raleigh  County  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.,  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

869. 
id.  Virginia  v.   (Va.)   P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Chesapeake  4  P.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (D.  C.  F.  C.  No.  43,  Order  No.  181, 
April  26,  1916)  P.U.R] ')16D,  788. 
id.   (Va.  No.  602,  Dec.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  796. 
ghesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Solomon  v.   (111.)    P.U.R.1916E,  612. 
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Cliestiirfield  Tetepb.  Ox,  Re  (Ind^'o.  2040»  May  13,  ldl6)  P.UJt.l916D, 

791. 
Chester  WmUr  ft  P.  Co.,  Ke  (111.  J?Ow  4521,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C. 

763. 
Chestnut  v.  Kansas  City,  C.  C.  h  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (M*.  Case  Nov  B3t,  Feb. 

23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Chetco  Southern  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Deeision  No.  3247,  Application 

No.  1938,  April  10,  191*)  P.U.R.191«E,  276. 
id.  Alton  &  E.  Electric  R.  Co.  ▼.,   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  83. 
id.  Alton  ft  E.  Electric  R.  Go.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
id.  Shaflfer  V.    (lU.)   P.I'.R.1916B,  672. 
Chicago  V.  Chicago  aty  R.  Co.  (lU.  1916,  272  111.  245,  111  N.  B.  983) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.  V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  (111.  1916,  272  111.  245,  111  N.  E.  983) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.  People  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  274. 
Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4712,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1019. 
id.   (111.  T-145,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (111.  T-171,  Feb.  24,a916)  P.U.R.1OT6D,  317. 
id.   (111.  No.  4661,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 
id.   (111.  No.  4628,  Jan.  27,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 
id.   (111.  No.  6363,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  985. 
id.   (111.  No.  6512,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
id.   (Ill    T-156,  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (111.  T-142,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (III.  T-131,  Nev.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  No.  lr-1079,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  984. 
id.   (111.  Ix-1080,  Nov.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  No.  4132,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  984. 
id.   (111.  No.  4472,  Dec.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  Lr-1209,  Dec.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  936. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-1279,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
id.   (111.  No.  E>-363,  Deo.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  936. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-334,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id,   (111.  B-337,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.  (lU.  No.  4348,  Nov.  S,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.  Vulcan  Detinning  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  197. 
Chicago  ft  E.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4716,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

321. 
id.   (111.  No.  4660,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1W6D,  319. 
id.   (111.  No.  4312,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  317. 
id.   (111.  No.  T-126,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2106,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2349,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.   (111.  No.  4686,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4469,  Deo.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1913,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D.  321. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2219,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
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Chicago  A  B.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2000,  Feb.  28,  1016>  P.UJtlOMP, 
322. 

id.   (111.  No.  L-1224,  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.U.ROOMB,  03§. 

id.   (111.  No.  L-1147,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 

id.  Raskins  Coal  Co,  v.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  lOM. 

id.  Jackson  Hill  Coal  ft  Coko  Co.  t.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  322. 

id.  Stete  Public  UtiUtiee  Commission  v.   (HI.)   P.U.R.IOIOF,  1065. 
Chicago  k  H.  Coal  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4889,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

972. 
Chicago  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.,  Hutchison  t.  (lit)  P.U.R.3916E,  819. 

id.  Stanley  v.  (111.)   P.Uja,1916F,  1065. 
Oiicago  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ul.  No.  5244,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F.  25. 
Chicago  &  I.  Traction  Co.,  Joliet  &  E.  Traction  Co.  v.    (IlL)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  199. 
Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Kenosha  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 

id.  Racine  v.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  99. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  t.   (IU.)  P.U.R J916F,  1008. 
Chicago  ft  N.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Illinois,  No.  3567,  Sept.  21,  3915)   P.U.R. 

1916A,  22. 
Chi6ago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Ro  (lU.  E-n576,  .Oct.  12,  1016)   P.U.R.1916F, 
954. 

id.   (Minn.  Jan.  14,  1016)  P.U.R.1916B.  1062. 

id.  (111.  Na  4616,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 

id.  (111.  No.  4303,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1016B,  934. 

id.  (Minn.  Jan,  14,  1916)  P.U.R,1916B,  10«2;  . 

id.  (Wis.  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  99. 

id.  (111.  No.  5023,  May  4,  1016)  P.U.R.1916E,  197. 

id.  (La.  :No.  4509,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.UJBt.l916E,  295. 

id.  (111.  No.  6024,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1910E,  197. 

id.  (111.  T-13«,  D8C.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  315, 

id.  (111.  No.  4313  and  Ist  Snp.  Order  No.  4313,  Feb.  10,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  816. 

id.  (111.  1-165,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  317. 

id.   (III.  No.  4236,  March  16,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  318. 

id.   (111.  No.  4731,  April  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  310. 

id.   (111.  No.  4708,  ApHl  28,  1916)  P.U.H.19MD,. 321. 

id.   (111.  No.  6046,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.U916E,  107. 

id.   (111.  No.  3991,  Nov.  11,  1015,  Tariff  No.  28-1)   P.U.R.1016D, 
303. 

id.  (III.  No.  3496,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D^  312.   . 

id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2710,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.Ra916D,  .329. 

id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2689,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.11.1916D,  328. 

id.   (Neb.  Applicatioa  No.  2563,  Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 

id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2859,  July  31,  1916)  F.U.R.1010F,  1009. 

id.   (111.  T-149,  Dec.  23,  1015)   PU.R.1916D,  315. 

id.   (111.  T-169,  March,  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  317. 

id.   (111.  T-165,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U*R.1916Di  816^ 

id.   (Maine,  F-196,  April  6,  1915 )  •  P.U.RJOiaiA,;  27. 

id.   (Neb.  No,  2616,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.RJ91QB,  1052. 

id.   (Wisconsin,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  29^ 
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Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  5316,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  985. 

id.  (111.  E-520,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  954. 

id.   (111.  No.  6189,  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  984. 

id.  Algonquin  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  420. 

id.  American  Sand  k  Gravel  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  814. 

id.  Birkett  v.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  830. 

id.  Birkett  v.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  870. 

id.  Business  Men's  Club  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1069. 

id.  Chicago^pringfield  Coal  Co.  v.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916B,  740. 

id.  Elkhart  Bridge  A  I.  Co.  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 

id.  Fanners  Clay  Products  Co.  v.    (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916D,  329. 

id.  Fisher  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 

id.  Garden  City  Sand  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  198. 

id.  Island  Woolen  (3o.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 

id.  Jones  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  316. 

id.  Kenosha  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  89. 

id.  Lindsay  Bros.  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  202. 

id.  Moser  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  819. 

id.  Nekoosa-Edwards  Paper   Co.   v.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1916B,  674. 

id.  Niles  v.   (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  422. 

id.  Ochs  V.   (Minn.)   P.U.R.1916B,  700. 

id.  Oconto  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  99. 

id.  Oregon  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  69. 

id.  Rockford  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  64. 

id  Rockford  v.   fill.)   P.U.R.1916E.  66. 

id.  Rockford  v.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916B,  429. 

id.  Rockford  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 

id.  Union  Center  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  89. 

id.  Union  Center  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  99. 

id.  Union  Center  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  824. 

id.  Westport  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  422. 
Chicago  &  O.  P.  Elev.  R.  Co.,  Oak  Park  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  681. 
Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4563,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
74. 

id.   (III.  No.  4156,  Nov.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  982. 

id.   (111.  No.  4709,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  756. 

id.   (III.  No.  5043,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  25. 

id.   (111.  No.  5459,  Sept.  5,  3916)   P.U.R.1916F,  985. 

id.  Hamilton  Park  Improv.  Asso.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  819. 

id.  Hamilton  Park  Improv.  Asso.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  E-320,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
563. 

id.   (HI.  No.  E-314,  Nov.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  563. 

id.   (111.  Case  No.  E-389,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  564. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-408,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  564. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-415,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  564. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-392,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  563. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-370,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 

id.   (Neb.  AppKcation  No.  2624,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  305. 
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Ohioago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  ApplicaUon  No.  3650,  Feb.  2Z,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2634,  Feb.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  305. 
id.   (III.  T-110,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  T-178,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 
id.   (III.  No.  4444,  April  6,  1916)  P,U.R.1916P,  319. 
id.   (111.  No.  4562,  April  6,  1916)   P.U.B.1916D,  319. 
id.   (111.  No.  4653,  AprU  6,  1916)   P.U.E.1916D,  319. 
id.   (111.  No.  4364,  Ajwdl  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2677,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.UJR.1916D,  326. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2561,  Nov.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2565,  Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2543,  Nov.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2592,  Dec.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2684,  March  23.  1916)  P.UJL1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2516,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neto.  AppUcation  No.  2569,  Jan.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2569,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2676,  Dec.  2,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.  (Neb.  No.  2547,  Nov.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
id.   (in.  T-172,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D.  300. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2724,  AprU  25,  1916)  P.U.R.191GD,  329. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2722,  April  ^5, 1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2723,  April  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2647,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2721,  AprU  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.   (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2717,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2624,  Oct.  19,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  1052. 
id.   (111.  E-503,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
id.   (in.  E-512,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  915. 
id.   (in.  D-479,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  953. 
id.   (111.  No.  3873,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  964. 
id.   (in.  No.  4865,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  965. 
id.  (in.  No.  4938,  April,  28  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
id.   (in.  E-484,  July  20.  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
id.   (111.  E-475,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.   (in.  E^497,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  985. 
id.   (in.  No.  5364,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F,  986. 
id.   (111.  E-526,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
id.   (111.  No.  2986,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.   (in.  &-471,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
id.   (in.  E-565,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
id.   (in.  E-573,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  987. 
id.   (in.  No.  6396,  July  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
.   id.   (111.  E-324,  Nov.  18,  1915)   P.UJL1916F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  E-639,  Sept.  6.  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
id.   (in.  B-663,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2879,  Aug.  17,  1910)  P.ir.R.1916F,  1028. 
id.   (111.  No.  6372,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
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Chicago  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4530, 

April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  197. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4321,  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
Chicago  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4385,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 

id.  People  ex  rel.  Dwight  v.   (III.)   P.U.R.UH6E,  349, 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4182,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  317. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-U46,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.IOIGB,  934. 
id.   (III.  No.  L-1193,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  No.  5017,  May  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  198. 
id.   (111.  No.  4048,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id.   (111.  No.  4609,  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  304. 
id.   (111.  No.  3982,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
id.   (III.  T-139,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  No.  4134,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.191GD,  316. 
id.   (lU.  T-164,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (La.  No.  2456,  Order  No.  1957,  Dec.  13,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B, 

1050. 
id.   (111.  T-176,  March  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  318. 
id.   (111.  First  Supplemental  Order  No.  4354,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 6D,  320. 
id.   (111.  T-122,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.191CD,  .363. 
id.   (111.  T-184,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.IOICD,  364. 
id.   (III.  E-375,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  No.  50(?3,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
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Chicago,  R.  I.  k  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Nos.  4708  and  4673,  July  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.   (111.  T-136,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (111.  T-161,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (111.  No.  3963,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1»18D,  364. 
id.   (111.  T-132,  Nov.  18,  1916)  P.U.R1916D,  314. 
id.  Alexander  Cooperage  k  Lumber  Co.  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  415. 
id.  Aufderheide  Commission  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 
id.  Aufderheide  C<»nmistion  Co.  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.  Cross  v.   (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
id.  Denver  A  S.  L,  R.  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  403. 
id.  Hale-Halsell  Grocery  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
id.  Marseilles  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1065. 
id.  Morris  v.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916E,  74. 
id.  Peoria  k  P.  Union  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  Schuberth  v.  (111.)  P.UJL1916B,  1066. 
id.  V.  Sheets  (Okla.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  154  Pac.  634)  P.U.R.1916E, 

869. 
id.  South  Omaha  Live  Stock  Exch.  v.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
id.  V.  State  (Okla.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  L.R.A.1916P,  1281, 

157  Pac.  1039)  P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
id.  V.  State  (Okla.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  L.R.A.1916F,  1281, 

157  Pac.  1039)    P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
id.  State  V.  (Neb.)  P.U.R1916F,  948. 
id.  V.  State  (Okla.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  L.R.A.  — ,  — ,  167 

Pac.  1039)  P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
id.  V.  State  (Okla.  Sup.  CJt.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  L.RA.  — ,  — ,  157 

Pac.  1039)   P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
Chicago  River  &  I.  R  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3338,  Nov.  11,  1916)   P.UJL 

191 6B,  1064. 
Chicago,  St.  fi.  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6509,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  968. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  k  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Aug.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

994. 
id.   (Minn.  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 

id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2775,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  1009. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2534,  Oct.  27,  1915)    P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2583,  Ike.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  361. 
id.   (Wis.  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  99. 
id.   (Wis.  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  69. 

id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2663,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 
id.  Elmwood  Lumber  ft  Grain  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
id.  Farmers  Clay  Products  Co.  v.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.  Foster  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  953. 
id.  Frederick  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
id.  Hammond  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  89. 
id.  Kelly  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191GF,  1074. 
id.  Kihn  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  598. 
id.  New  Dells  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
id.  Trempealeau  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
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Chicago,  S.  B.  &  N.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  516,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  92. 
Chicago  Shipping  &  Storage  Co.,  Re    (lU.  No.  6418-F-Oct.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1016F,  1020. 
Chicago-Springfield  Coal  Co.  ▼.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3094, 
Jan  27,  1916)  P.U,R.1916B,  740. 
id.  V.  Wabaah  R.  Co.  (Hi,  No.  4184,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.UJR.1916D, 

360. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.   (lU.  No.  4184,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 
740. 
Chicago  Storage  do  Transfer  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5418-1,  Oct.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
Chicago  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4524,  Apr.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  246 
id.  {HI  No.  4760,  AprU  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.  National  Bridk  Co.  v.  (III.)  P.UJR.19ieD,  789. 
Chicago,  T.  H.  &  M.  R.  O).,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2239,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  198. 
Chicago,  T.  H.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2185,  May  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  198. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  2239,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
id.  Wertz  &  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.UJRJL916B,  673. 
Chicago  Tunnel  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4895,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  268. 
id.  (lU.  No.  4895,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  277. 
id.  (HI.  No.  4896,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  278. 
Chicago  Union  Station  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5362,  Aug.  8,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  985. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4568,  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  964. 
Chickasaw  County,  Cedar  Valley  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F, 

929. 
ChiU  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2232,  May  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

279. 
Chino  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3392,  Application  No.  2221, 

June  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  355. 
Chippewa  &  F.  Improv.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  734. 

id.   (Wis.  July  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
Chippewa  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Edminster  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  760. 
Christina  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  604,  Report 

&  Order  No.  146,  Dec.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1057. 
Cincinnati,  Interurban  R.  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F,  998. 
Cincinnati,  G.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Bataria  Improv.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1067. 
Cincinnati  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  804,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  258. 
Cincinnati,  H.  A  D.  R,  Co.,  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916B, 

427. 
Cincinnati,  I.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4832,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  242. 
id.   (111.  No.  5281,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2428,  July  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  802,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  257. 
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Cincinnati,  I.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  4518,  Jan.  27,  191«)    P.UJL 

1916F,  921. 
id.   (Ind.  Xo.  2496,  Aug.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  106&. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4366,  Xov.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  477. 
id.   (Ohio,  Xo.  662,  Xov.  10,  1915)    P.U.R.191CA,  481; 
id.   (Ohio,  Xo.  746,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4640,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.191GC,  754. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4518,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  764. 
id.   (111.  Xo.  4518,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
id.  Worth-Huskey  Coal  Co.  v.  (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Cincinnati   Industrial   Switching  Ratee,  Re    (Ohio,  Suspension  Docket 

Xo.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 
Cincinnati  Industrial  Switching  Rules,  Re   (Ohio,  Suspension  Docket 

Xo.  4,  1915)  P.r.R.1916B,  1067. 
Cincinnati,  LaF.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-^3,  Dec.  16, 1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1064. 
Cincinnati,  L.  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  Xo.  692,  Dec.  13,^  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  580. 
Cincinnati,  X.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tenn.  Xov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

350. 
id,   (Ohio,  Xo.  852,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45» 
id.  Dayton  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  417. 
id.  Doppes  Sons  Lumber  Co.  v.    (Ohio)    P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
Cincinnati,  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Shawl  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Circleville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Xo.  390,  June  6, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

46. 
Circular  Xo.  4858  (Tex.  Xov.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  350. 

id.  Xo.  4902,  Re    (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1573,  Jan.  18,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  353. 
id.  Xo.  4905,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
id.  No.  4906,  Re   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1717,  Jan.  24,  1916)    P.U.R. 

191 6D,  353. 
id.  Xo.  4907,  Re   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1716,  Jan.  24,  1916)   P.U.R 

1910D,  354. 
id.  Xo.  4908   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1712,  Jan.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

354. 
id.  X^o.  4909,  Re    (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1714,  Jan.  24,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  363. 
id.  Xo.  4911,  Re    (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1573,  Jan.  24,  1016)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  354. 
id.  Xo.  4912,  Re   (Tex.  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.191GD,  354. 
id.  Xo.  4914   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1573,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R  1916D, 

354. 
id.  Xo.  4915,  Re  (Tex.  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
id.  Xo.  491G,  Re  (Tex.  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
id.  Xo.  4917,  Re   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.  1722,  Feb.  15,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  355. 
id.  Xo.  4918,  Re   (Tex.  Hearing  Xo.   1573,  Feb.  17,   1916)    P.U.R. 

19161),  355. 
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CircHlar  No.  4919,  Re   (Tex.  Hewring  No.  1654,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  355. 
id.  No.  4920  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1693,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

355. 
id.  No.  4921   (Tex.  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  355. 
id.  No.  4922  (Tfex.  Feb,  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4923,  (Tex.  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  355. 
id.  No.  4926  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1673,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

855. 
id.  No.  4928  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1573,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.UJRa916D, 

355. 
id.  No.  4931  (Tex.  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  355. 
id.  Na  4934  (Tex.  March  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4937  (Tex.  March  16^  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
id.  No.  4940  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1735,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

356. 
id.  No.  4942  (Tex.  March  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  3o6. 
id.  No.  4945  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1719)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4947  (Tex.  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4948  (Tex.  March  31, 1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
id.  No.  4949  (Tex.  March  ^1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4960   (Tex.  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4952  (Tex.  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id   No.  4956  (Tex.  Apnl  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4958  (Tex.  April  12.  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4959   (Tex.  April  12,  1916)   P.U.Ra916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4960  (Tex.  April  33,  1916)   P.U.RJ916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4963  (Tex.  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4964  (Tex.  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4967   (Tex.  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4969  (Tex.  April  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4970  (Tex.  May  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4972  (Tex.  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4973  (Tex.  M^  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4974   (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1573,  May  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

367. 
id.  No.  4975  (Tex.  May  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  No.  4976  (Tex.  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D.  367. 
id.  No.  4979   (Tex.  May  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1000. 
Cirkel  v.  Cadott  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Sept.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
Cisco  Grain  Co.  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4770,  June  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
Citizens'  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Black  Hawk  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-197, 

April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Citizens'  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  486,  Aug.  4,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F, 

31. 
Citizens*  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2362,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  245. 
Citizens'  Gas  E.  &  P.  Co.  Re  (Mass.  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  759. 
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Citizens  Heat,  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re   (Tnd.  No.  2171,  March  16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2412,  July  21,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  102S. 
Citizens'  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  App.  No.  2640,  Feb.  15, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  762. 
Citizens'  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  S44,  May  29,  1916)  P.U.K1916E, 

271. 
Citizens'  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  23S7,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  325. 
Citizens  New  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1769,  Dec.  10,  1916)   P.U.R, 

1916D,  790. 
Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  786,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916Ei 
280. 
id.   (111.  No.  4331,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  789. 
id.   (Mich.  Dec.  31,  1916.  T-96)  P.XJ.R.1916D,  791. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2406,  May  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Mich.  D-707,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1046. 
id.   (Wis.  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  760. 
id.   (Mich.  D-707,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  479. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  843,  June  28, 1916)  P.U.RJ916F,  47. 
id.   (Mich.  T-94,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  158. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  778,  March  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
id.   (Mich.  T-95,  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  168. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  842,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  280. 
id.   (Mich.  T-93,  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1910C,  158. 
id.   (Mich.  T-90,  Nov.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  562. 
id.  Morris  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1910E,  306. 

Id.  V.     Schaff   (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  781  &  782,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R 
1916E,  828. 
Citizens  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3134,  Application  No.  994, 
Feb.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3134,  Application  No.  994,  Feb.  29,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
City  Electric  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2461,  July  14,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1060. 
City  Island  Motor  Bus  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2143,  Oct.  11, 

1916)   P.U.R.191j8F,  912. 
City  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3098,  App.  No.  1977,  Feb.  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  760.     . 
City  Water  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6271,  July  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
id.   (111.  No.  6307,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R:i916F,  1026. 
id.   (111.  No.  5271,  July  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1038. 
aarendon  &  R.  Packet  Co.,  Joest  v.  (Ark.)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
Clark,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6899,  July  10,  1916^  P.U.R.1916F, 

913. 
Classification  of  "Side-Show  Outfits,"  Re  (Ariz.  General  Order  No.  48, 

Docket  No.  315,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  308. 
Clatskanie  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Or.  U-F-163,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No. 
101,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
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Claypool  Indiana  Sleetrie  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1728,  Feb.  23,  1916) 

P.UJtl916F,  928. 
Clayton  County,  Dv^aldaon  t.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.19I6F,  929. 

id.  Schmidt  Broa.  &  Go.  t.  (Iowa)  P.nJl.l916F,  930. 
CUyton  Farmers'  U.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4253,  Dec.. 2,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  572. 

id.   (111.  No.  4263,  Dec.  2, .1915)  P.U.R.19ieB,  551. 
Clayton  Tel^h.  Co.,  Stout  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.J1.1916D,  790. 
aements  t.  Banner  Teleph.  Co.    (S.  D.  F-319,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  971. 

id.  V.  Banner  Teleph.  Co.  (8.  D.  F-319,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
3087. 

id.  V.  Banner  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-319,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1018. 
Cleveland,  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E, 

352. 
Cleveland  k  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  875,  July  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

47. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-^21,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  700. 

id.   (111.  E-351,  Dec.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 

id.   (111.  E-420,  March  16,  1916)  P.UJt.l916C,  565. 

id.   (111.  &-344,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 

id.   (111.  No.  4580,  Feb.  2,  1916 »  P.U.R.1916E,  73. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  2187,  June  9,  1916)   P.U.R.11)16E,  198, 

id,   (111.  T-111,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  311. 

id.  (Ind.  No.  2234,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 

id.  (111.  No.  4672,  April  6,  1916^  P.UJ1.1916D,  361. 

id.  (111.  No.  4183,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  360. 

id.  (111.  No.  3983,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  313. 

id.  (Ohio,  No.  240,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  257. 

id.  (111.  E-445,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 

id.  (111.  E-437,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  968. 

id.  (111.  E-422,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-472,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 

id.  (111.  E-481,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  985. 

id.  (111.  E-551,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 

id.  (111.  E-572,  Oct.  5,  191C)  P.U.R.1916F,  987. 

id.  (111.  E-407,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-506,  July  20,  1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 

id.  (111.  E-496,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  953. 

id.  (111.  E-485,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  954. 

id.  (111.  E-526,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R  1916F,  086. 

id.  (111.  E-567,  Oct.  5, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 

id.  (111.  E-549,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 

id.  (111.  No.  5037,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  No.  4390,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  No.  4989,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  No.  5037,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 

id.  (lil..E-446,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
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Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (III.  B-460,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  984. 
id.   (111.  E-447,  April  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
id.   (111.  E-459,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
id.   (111.  No,  4988,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
id.   (111.  E-465,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
id.   (111.  &-257,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  985. 
id.   (111.  E-518,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  985. 
id.   (Ill   No.  5199,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
id.   (111.  E-552,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  986. 
id.   (111.  E-374,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 
id.   (111.  E-423,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  565. 
id.   (lU.  E-328,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 
id.  Alton  Bd.  of  Trade  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.  Board  of  Trade  v.  (III.)  P.U.R.1910D,  321. 
id.  Brown  v.    (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
id.  Cleveland  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
id.  Commercial  Club  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.  Foraythe  v.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
id.  Greaham  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
id.  Kankakee  v.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 
id.    Morris  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.  Mowbray  &  R.  Co.  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
id.  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  Putnam  County  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
id  Saunemin  Lumber  Co.  v.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916D,  817. 
id.  Shoemaker  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  92. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.  V.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission    (III.  1916,  278  III.  310, 

112  N.  E.  689)   P.U.R.1916F,  910. 
id.  Stohler  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1936E,  820. 
id.  Urbana  Packing  Co.  v.  (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
Cleveland  Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  603,  Sept.  29,  1915 » 

P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
id.   (CMiio,  No.  835,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  44. 
Cleveland  P.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  823,  May  1,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  259. 
Cleveland  R.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  728,  May  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  720,  May  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Cleveland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  801,  Apr.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

259. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  194,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  801,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  280. 
Cleveland  Vitrified  Brick  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2504,  Order  No.  1055, 

May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  200. 
Cliff  Electrical  Distributing  Co.,  Re    (X.  Y.  No.  4139,  Nov.  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.191GB,  578. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5402,  Feb.  24.  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  255. 
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Clinton  Air  Line  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  716,  Feb.  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  279. 
Clintoji  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  Case  No.  612,  Jan.  16,  1916)  P.L\R. 

1916F,  1103. 
id.   (Mo.  Case  No.  512,  Jan.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
Clinton  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5664,  Sept. 

25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
Clinton  Metallic  Paint  Co.  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  No. 

5332,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Closing  of  Freight  Stations  at  Tampa,  Re  ( Fla.  Order  No.  484,  File  No. 

3493,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  826. 
Cloiikey  v.  Southern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.    (Wis.  April  19,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1083. 
Cloverdale  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1343,  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

622. 
Clow,  Re  (111.  No.  4235,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  276. 
Coachaella  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3111,  Application  No.  2063, 

Feb.  21,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  282. 
Coal  Operators'  Traffic  Bureau  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No. 

3364,  Nov.  11,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
Coal  rate  from  Canon  City  to  Cripple  Creek,  Re  ( Colo.  Investigation  and 

Suspension  Docket  No.  4,  Apr.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
Coatesville,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2465,  July  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  31. 
Coatesville  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  v.  Danville  Consol.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.  No. 

938,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
Cochise  County,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  324,  April  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

09. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  323,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  69. 
Coffin  V.  Monticello  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2098,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1»16E,  305. 
Coghlan,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2843,  App.  No.  1920,  Oct.  25,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1065. 
Cokeville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Coleord  v.  Searsport  Water  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  35,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  176. 
Coldwater,  Re  (Mich.  No.  5988,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
Colliers,  Re  (Me  R.  R.  No.  148,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
Colliers  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3072,  July 

10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5569,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  No.  5392,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.191CF, 

932. 
id.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5566,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5508,  June  21,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5574,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5567,  June  21,  1910)   P.  U.  R.  1916F, 

934. 
Id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5403,  Feb.  24,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  932. 
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Collingswood  Sewerage  Co.,  Re   (N.  J.  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R.lOieC 

610. 
Collins  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan    24,  1016)  ,P.UJt 

1916B,  1059. 
Collyer,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5749,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  151,  April  15,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  324: 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  154,  May  1,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  324. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  261,  April  17,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  349. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  287,  May  3,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  340. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6811,  Jan.  25,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D.  341. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  235,  Dec.  8,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  348. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  250,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1016D,  340. 
id.  Michigan  State  Millers'  Asso.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1016D,  324. 
Colonial  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Hall  (Vt.  No.  460,  May  0, 1016)  P.U.R.1016F, 

055. 
Colonial  Steel  Co.,  Pittsburgh  k  L.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R^IOIOE,  617. 
Colonie  Tmprov.  Asso.  v.  Schenectady  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

4587,  Jan.  26,  1016)  P.U.R.1016F,  1101. 
Colorado  A  S.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Colo.  Case  No.  47,  Dec.  6,  1016)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  424. 
id.   (Colo.  Case  No.  47,  Dec.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  Greeley  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.RJ916D,  310. 
id.  Strontia  Springs  Sanitarium  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
id,  Strontia  Springs  Sanitarium  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1016F,  1060. 
id.  Wellington  Commercial  Club  v.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.101dE,  818. 
id.  Wellington  Conmiercial  Club  v.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1016E,  864. 
Colorado,  D.  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.   ((Ik)lo.) 

P,U.R.1016A,  24. 
Colorado  Midland  R.  Co.,  Grand  Junction  Min.  &  Fuel  Co.  ▼.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1016D,  310. 
id.  Grand  Junction  Min.  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1016E,  417. 
Colorado  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3435,  Application  No 
2031,  Juno  17,  1016)   P.U.R.1016F,  23. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3435,  Application  No.  2031,  June  17,  1016) 

P.U.R.IOIGF,  010. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3435,  Application  No.  2031,  June  17,  1016) 

P.U.R.1010F,  1014. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3434,  Application  No.  2162,  June  17,  1016) 
P.U.R.1016F,  041. 
Colorado   Southern   R.   Co.,   Breckenbridge   Chamber  of  Commerce   v. 

(Colo.)   P.U.R.iyi6F,  1002. 
Colorado  Springs  v.  Colorado  Springs  &  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Case 

No.  70,  June  14,  1016)  P.U.R.1016F,  1076. 
Colorado  Springs  &  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Colorado  Springs  v.    (Colo.) 

P.U.R.1016F,  1076. 
Columbia  City  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  No.  2446,  Aug.  14,  1016)  P.U.R. 

1016E,  1050. 
Columbus,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2100,  Feb.  22,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D,  175. 
Columbus  Depot  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  810,  April  21,  1016)  P.U.R.1016D, 
258. 
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Columbus.  M.  k  B.  B.  Co.,  Be   (Ohio  No.  868,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  46. 
Colusa  A  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3131,  Application  No.  2036, 

Feb.  26,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  71. 
Comanche  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Turner  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  781. 
Combined  Committee  of  United  Busiaess  Men*s  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  315,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  307. 
Comfort  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5243,  Dec.  21,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Commercial  Club,  Re   (Minn.  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 

id.  T.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  No.  293,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916B,  1057. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  403,  March  10, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Commercial  Toleph.  &.  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5367,  Sept.  15,  1916) 
P.UJR.1916F,  968. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  4373,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  562. 
id.  (IlL  No.  4372,  Dec.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
Commercial  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4371,  Dec.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 
672. 
id.  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  304. 
Commission  v.  All  Railroads    (Miss.  No.  4292,  Dec.  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916D,  326. 
id.  V*  All  Railroads  (Miss.  No.  4246,  July  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

326. 
id.  T.  All  Railroads  (Miss.  No.  4255,  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

306. 
id.  V.  All  Railroads  (Miss.  No.  4258,  July  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

326. 
id.  V.  AU  Raibroads   (Miss.  No.  4260,  July  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

326. 
id.  V.  All  Railroads  (Miss.  No.  4268,  Sept.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

326. 
id.  V.  M.  k  O.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4290,  Dec.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

325. 
id.  V.  Mobile  &  0.  R.  Co.   (Miss.  No.  4329,  Aug.  2,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1063. 
id.  V.  Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4285,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  354. 
id.  V.  Postal   Teleg.-Cable   Co.    (Miss.    No.   4285,    April   4,   1916; 

P.UJL1916F,  354. 
id.  V.   Southern   R,   Co.    (Miss.   No.   4262,  July   7,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  326 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.    (Miss.  No.  4309,  March  Y,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  326. 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4116,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
820. 
Commodity  Group  Description,  Re   (Ark.  File  HMG-S--18,  Order  No. 

B-130,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  308. 
Commodity  Tariff  No.  3-B,  Re  (Tex.  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 

Far  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp,  571— tf04. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


0o6  CASES  ABSTRACTED. 

Commodity  Tariflf  No.  4-B,  Re   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4ff03,  Hearing  No. 

1573,  Jan.  19,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  393. 
id.  No.  4-B,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4936,  Hearing  No.  1728  j  P.U.R. 

1916D,  356. 
id.  No.  4-B,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1573,  Circular  No.  4901,  Jan.  14, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  353. 
id.  No.  5-C,  Re  (Tex.  April  18, 1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  366. 
id.  No.  7-A,  Re   (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1681,  Circular  No.  4878,  Dec. 

13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  351. 

id.  No.  7-B,  Re  (Tex.  Cause  No.  1573,  Jan.  17,  1916)  P.U.R1916D, 

353. 
id.  No.  9-C,  Re  (Tex.  Cause  No.  1573,  Feb.  7,  1918)  P.U.R.1916D, 

354. 
id.  No.  11-A,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1573,  Circular  No.  4899,  Jan. 

14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  352. 

id.  No.  15-B,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  363. 

id.  Nos.  17-A  &  39,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1573,  Circular  No.  4900, 

Jan.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
id.  No.  20-D,  Re    (Tex.  Cause  No.   1573,  Jan.   18,  1916)    P.U.R. 
.     '    1916D,  353. 

id.  No.  23-B,  Re  (Tex.  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.  No.  27-D,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  353. 
id.  No.  34,  Re   (Tex.  Xo.  1573,  Circular  No.  4881,  Dec.  15,  1916) 

•     P.U.R.191GD,  351. 
id.  No.   36,  Re    (Tex.   Circular  No.  4876,  Dec.   13,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  351. 
id.  No.  37-A,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  353. 
id.  No.  38-A,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  353. 
id.  No.  43-A,  Re   (Tex.  Jan.  19,  191G)   P.U.R.1916D,  353. 
id.  No.  44-A,  Re  (Tex.  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1910D,  353. 
id.  No.  45-C,  Re  (Tex.  Cause  No.  1573,  Jan.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
353. 
Common  Carriers,  Re   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2128,  Aug.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916r,  1025. 
Commonwealth  Edison  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5106,  June  26,  1916)   P.UJl. 
1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5106,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E.  1048. 
id.   (111.  No.  5458,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  944. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.    (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  201 
Commonwealth  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4722,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1054. 
Compania  General  de  Tabacos  de  Filipinas,  Re   (Philippine  Case  No. 
778,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  738,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  753,  March  13,  1916)  P.tJ.R.1916F,  1093. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  778,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
Concord  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-317,  Order  No.  495,  Jan.  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
Concord  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D^167,  June  27,  1916)  P:U.R.1916F,  38. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-300,  Order  No.  477,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  843. 
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Conde  Teleph.  Co.,  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.191dD,  795. 
Cong  Awan,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  758,  May  22,  191G)  P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Connecticut  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1702,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1910B,  427. 


id. 
id. 
id. 
id. 
id. 
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id. 
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id. 
id. 
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id. 
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Conn.  Docket  No.  1938,  Jimc  21,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916E,  73. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1881,  April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2006,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  353. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1947,  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1909,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F.  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1888,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1703,  Nov.  8.  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1889,  April  26,  1918)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1747,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1757,  Jan.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1758,  Jan.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1797,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.'l891,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1869,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1927,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1934,  May  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1893,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1928,  May  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1910,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1911,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.IOICF,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1^51,  June  16,  1016)   P.U.R.191flF,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1972,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1956,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1976,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1978,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2072,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F.  1097- 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2073,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1097. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2055,  Sept.  7,  1916)   P.U.R.191GF,  1097. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1046,  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2076,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
Conn.  Docket  Nov  2109,  Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1868,  April  18,  191C)   P.UJ1.1916F,  1094. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2090,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1981,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1998,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.191GF,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1975,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1957,  July  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2011,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2010,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1973,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1997,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  1977,  July  21,  1916)  P.LT.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2025,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1096 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2027,  July  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2026,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Conn.  Docket  No.  2009,  Aug.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  1097. 
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Connecticut  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2007,  Aug.  5, 1916)  P.U.R.1016F, 
1096. 
icL  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2007,  Aug.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
id.  (CJonn.  Docket  No.  2018,  Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2056,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2060,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2074,  Sept.  12, 1916)  P.U,R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2067,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2069,  Sept.  12, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2068,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  X097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2071,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  2070,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (Ccmn.  Docket  No.  2059,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2012,  Aug.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1901,  May  25, 1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1095. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1693,  Nov.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1779,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1094. 
Id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2077,  Oct  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.  978. 
id  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2075,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F,  1098. 
id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1676,  Nov.  1, 1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  560. 
Connecticut  River  TransBiission  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191 6C,  560. 
Connersville  Light,  Heat  k  P.  Co.,  Boddridge-Beck  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R 

1916F,  1065. 
Ck)nnerBville  Teleph.  Cb.,  Jones  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073, 
id.  Jones  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
id.  Jones  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19ieP,  1031. 
id.  Jones  V.  (Ind.)  P,U.R.1916F,  1086. 
id.  Jones  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.  Jones  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
Connolly  v.  Pacific  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (Cal  Dec  No.  2992,  Cas.  No.  707,  Dec. 

24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  781. 
Connor  Lumber  &.  Veneer  Co.  v.  Laona  k  N.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Nov.  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
Consolidated  Canal  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Special  Order  No.  62,  Feb.  29, 1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  416. 
id.  Stirewalt  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916P,  1090. 
Consolidated  Ice  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Water  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket 

Xo.  586,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1057. 
Consolidated  Light  k  P.  (Jo.,  Re  (HI.  No.  4471,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1001. 
Consolidated  Securities  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2870,  Application 
No.  1922,  Nov.  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2964,  App.  No.  1985,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
747. 
Consolidated  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-886,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

577. 
Consolidated  Water  Power  k  Paper  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  10,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  824. 
Consumer's  Electric  Co.  v.  Howard  k  M.  Counties   (Iowa,  Docket  No. 
E-221,  Oct.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
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ConramerB'  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1871,  Nov.  6,  1915)  P.UJL1916A,  478. 
Consumers*  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-875,  Nov.  23,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916B, 

677. 
id.   (Mich.  D-875,  March  17,'1»16)  P.U.R.1916D,  249. 
GoBsumers'  Water  Co.,  Montrose  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
ContinenUl  Utilities  Co.,  Hancock  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
Continental  Warehouse  (^.,  Re    (111.  No.  4203,  Dec.  2,  1916)    P.U.R 

1916B,  571. 
Omtra  Costa  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3063,  Application  No.  198, 

Jan.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  82. 
Contra  Costa  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3087,  Application  No.  2064, 

Fed.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
Oo<*,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3224,  Application  No.  2148,  April  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  283. 
id  T.  New  York  State  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Cast  No.  6513.  July 

5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
Cooke  T.  Philadelphia  Electric  Co.  (Pa.   H^o,   256,   Complaint   Docket, 

April  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
Coombs  y.  Soutiiern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.  (Wis.  1916,  162  Wis.  Ill,  LJEI.A. 

1916D,  639,  155  N.  W.  922)  P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
Cooper  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  12,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Copper  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St,  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  AprU  10,  1916)   P.U.R. 

'  1916E,  203. 
Coram  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Mont.  Docket  No.  523,  April  27, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
Corbett,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6629,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

914. 
Corcoran  t.  Corcoran  Water  k  Gas  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3222,  Case 

.  No.  915,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1089. 
Corcoran  Mill  &  Warehouse,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2991,  Applic«tion 

No.  1979,  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2991,  App.  No.  1979,  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

747. 
Corcoran  Water  A  Gas  Co.,  Corcoran  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1089. 
Cordia  Timber  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  742,  Jan. 

14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  742,  Jan.  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
Cornell  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4780,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  26. 
Cornish  &  K.  F.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-129,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  32. 
Corona  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3382,  App.  No.  1988,  May  27, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2976,  App.  No. 

1957,  Dec  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  747. 
Corrugated  Bar  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5271,  Oct.  28, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  671. 
Corsicana  Petroleum  Com.,  State  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916D,  886. 
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Coshocton  County  TelepU.  Co.,  Dickey  v.  (Oliio)  P.U.B.1916E,  289. 

id.  HiBor  ▼.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.  1916E,  289. 
Coshocton  Light  &  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  705,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  271. 
Cottage  Grove  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2883,  App.  No.  1776,  Nov 

6,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  731. 
Cottrell,  Re  (R.  T.  No.  273,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
Council,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-106,  Order  No.  300,  Nov.  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  698. 
County  Ct.,  Re  (Or.  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  96,  F-485,  June  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  80. 
id.   (Or.  F-484,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  80. 
id.   (Or;  F-471,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  74,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  80. 
id;   (Mich.  F.  464,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  68,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U,R.1016B, 

421. 
County  Gas  Co.  v.  Templeton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1916,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 

186  S.  W.  942)   P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
Courter  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5183,  Nov.  18,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  696. 
Covina  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3564,  Application  No.  2467, 

Aug.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
Coyle  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R,  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2450,  Order  No.  1115, 

Aug.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Craig  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Case  No.  765,  Dec  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
id.v.  Caiios^o,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Mo.  Case  No.  755,  Dec.  16,  1§15) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 
Cram  &  Sons  v.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  ClJo.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  D-597,  M«y 

1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  625. 
Crescent  Boat  Co.,  Re   (California  Decision  No.  2792,  Application  NoV 

1864,  Sept.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  476. 
Crescent  City  Light,  Power  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (C^l.  Decision  No.  3600, 

Application  No.  2520,  Aug.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.  942. 
Crescent  City  Wharf  &  Dock  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3636,  Applica- 
tion No.  2279,  Sept.  13,  1910)   P.U.R.1916F.  920. 
Crescent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  E-315,  Nov.  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C, 

561. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  E-388,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1016C,  562. 
id.   (111.  No.  4361,  June  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1015. 
Cronin  v.  Fishkill  Electric  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Difet.  Case  No.  5251,  Oct.  13, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Cross  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  A-1569,  Dec.  31, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  528. 
Crossen  v.  Lake  Flat  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.    (S.  D.  F-284,  March  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  289. 
Crothersville  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2394,  July  28,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  973. 
Crownover  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2575,  Nov.  30,  1915)   P.U.R 
1916C,  158. 
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Crownover  Tel^ph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2574,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.UJt. 

'     1916C,  158. 
Crystal  City  Gaa  Co.,  Re  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  G-6,  Aug.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1004. 
Cndahy  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  k  Light  Co.   (Wis.  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Cumberland  County  Power  &  light  Co.,  Re  (Me*  U-109,  Feb.  29,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916C,  758. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  133,  April  18;  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
id.   (Me.  U-136,  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  33. 
id.   (Me.  R,  R.  No.  133,  April. 12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
Cumberland  R.  Co.,  McGonegal  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Cumberland  Tel^.  &  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Miss.  No.  4315,  April  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4335,  Feb.  3,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (111.  No.  5010,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
id.   (111.  No.  4324,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (Miss.  No.  4306,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
id.   (111.  No.  4911,  June  1,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  277. 
id.   (111.  No.  5516,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
id.   (111.  E-540,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
id.   (Tenn.  Oct.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C.  159. 
id.   (Tenn.  Jan.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  159. 
id.  Memphis  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.)  P.UJL1916E,  305. 
Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co.,  Yoh  Lodge  No.  736  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1067. 
Cummings  v.  La.  Rica  W.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3084,  Case  No.  820, 
Feb.  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  621. 
id.  V.  La  Rica  Water  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3084,  Case  No.  829, 

Feb.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  V.  La  Rica  Water  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3084,  Case  No.  829, 
Feb.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  415. 
Cummins  v.  Jones  (Or.  1916,  155  Pac.  171)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
Currier-Lee  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5418-C,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1019. 
Chirtis  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  ( Nebraska  Formal  Complaint  No.  266, 
Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
id.  V.  Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.   (Ariz.  Informal  Complaint  No. 
178,  May  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
Curtis  &  Y.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.19i6F,  1029. 
Curtis  Mill.  Co.,  Re  (111.  C-938,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
Curtis  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2715,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  251. 
Custer  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1028,  Apr.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  250. 
Cuyo  V.  Pujalte  A  Co.  (Philippine  Case  No.  774,  Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1013. 

Dady  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  2971,  April  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  84. 
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Dahlgren  Electric  light  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4288,  Dec.  2,.  1915)   P.UJt. 

1916B,  694. 
Dailey,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  IMst.  Oas^  No.  6524,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

913. 
Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (8.  D.  F-201,  Jan.  8,  1916)  P.UJt.l916E, 
290. 
id.  (S.  D.  F-201,  Jan.  8,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  796. 
id.   (S.  D.  F-247,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  796. 
id.  V.  Conde  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-219;  Jan.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
795. 
Dalzell  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2724,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  825. 
Dana,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2566,  Oct.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916r,  945. 
Danhury  A  B.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1756,  Jan.  4,  1916) 
P.U.R1916F,  1093. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1960,  June  22,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F,  1095. 
Dane  County  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

291. 
Danielson,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1495,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
Danvers  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (DlinoiB  No.  4308,  Nov.  11,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916A,  476. 
id.   (111.  No.  4310,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R1916B,  698. 
Danville,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2290,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  905. 
Danville  Consol.  Teleph.  Co.,  Coatsville  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  v.    (Ind.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
Danville  Street  R.  A  Light  Co.,  Re  (111.  Case  No.  4758,  March  16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
id.   (111.  No.  5542,  Oct.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1041. 
id.   (HI.  No.  5348,  July  24,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  1060. 
Da  Ponte  v.  Texas  k  P.  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  1964,  No.  2421,  Jan.  27. 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
Darien  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4984,  April  25, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
Darien  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4442,  Sept.  29,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  541. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diflt.  Case  No.  6368,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  764. 
Darlington  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1419,  Nov.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

622. 
Darrow,  Raflf  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  274. 
Davall  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.  No   1999)  P.U.R.1916F, 

973. 
Daviess  County  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  A  0.  S.  W.  R  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1980, 

May  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
Davis,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3656,  Application  No.  2507,  Sept.  23, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
id.     (Wyo.  No.  29,  Oct.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
id.  V.  Howard  County    (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-204,  May  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
id.  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2212,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R 
1916E,  75. 
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Davis  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  Ko.  6059,  June  26,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  926. 
Dawson  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2586,  Jan.  6, 1016)  P.U.R. 

191GB,  695. 
Day,  Re  (Mich.  No.  6298,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 

id.  y.  Walla  Walla  Irrig.  Co.    (Wash.  No.  1966,  April  14,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Dayton  v.  Webster  County   (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-224,  Oct.  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.191^F,  930. 

Dayton  Coal  k  I.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  A  T.  P.  R.  Co.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct. 

1915,  239  U.  S.  446,  60  L.  ed.  375,  86  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  137)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  417. 

Dayton  Gas  Co.,  Re  (C«iio  No.  918,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1049. 

Dayton  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  817,  Apr.  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  269. 
De  Aldecoa,  Macapili  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916F,  1085. 
Death  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3099,  App.  No.  2073,  Feb.  14, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  751. 
De  Bower  v.  Lodi  Teleph.  Exch.  (Wis.  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  5541,  Oct.  18,  1016)  P.UJR.1916F, 
1041. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
Deep  Rock  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  818,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
284. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  800,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 
Deerfield  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan   24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

508. 
De  Kalb  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3556,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1073. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1071. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.IOIOF,  1015. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.   (111.  No.  5130,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  26. 
id.   (111.  No.  8550,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1015. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
id.   (111.  No.  3550,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
Delaware  &  A.  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  (>).,  Re  (N.  J.  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  762. 
id.   (N.  J.  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  279. 
id.   (Neb.  March  14,  1916)    P.U.R.1918D,  794. 
Delaware  &  H.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5185,  Sept.  30,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  541. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5835,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5686,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id    (N.  Y.  No.  5687,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5684,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.    (N.  Y.  No.  5692,  Oct.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5633,  Sept.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5831,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5635,  Sept.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
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Delaware  &  H.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5625,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  331. 

id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5705,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No'.  5642,  Sept.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 

id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5804,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.  R.1916D,  341.. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  5832,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.Ra916D,  843. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  5685,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  5858,  March  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345, 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  6743,  ifec.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  6842,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6048,  June  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 

id..  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6211,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 

id.   <X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6178,  Aug.  24.  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6086,  June  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1010. 

id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Xo.  6946,  April  18,  1916)   P.UJR.1916F,  1009. 

id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5004,  July  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  916. 

id.  V.  Castleton   (Vermont,  No.  331,  AprU  24,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916A, 
27. 

id.  Hudaon  Nav.  Co.,  t.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 

id.  Kearney  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916E,  823. 

id.  Kenyon  Lumber  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  National  Exp.  Co.,  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Norton  Stone  &  Lime  Co  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Rice  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Robertson  &  Son  v.  (X.  Y.)  P.UJl.l9ieB,  670. 

id.  West  Rutland  V.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1120. 

id.  Worth  v.   (X.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Wright's  Station  v.  (X.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
Delaware  &  X.  R.  Co.,  Re  (X.  Y.  Xo.  6856,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
344. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  5770,  Dec.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  5891,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 

id.  (X.  Y.  Case  No.  6629,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5715,  Oct.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 

id.  Risley  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Delaware  &  6.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  642,  Nov. 

23,  1915)    P.U.R.1916K,  905. 
Delaware,  Dist.  No.  2  v.  Yantacaw  Water  Co.    (X.  J.  Feb.  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  418. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  Xo.  6356,  Jan.  6, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  991. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  5897,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  6740,  Xov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  307. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Case  No.  5463,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  5779,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  6850,  Feb.  24.  1910)  P.U.^.1916D,  344. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  6803,  Jan.  20.  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.   (X.  Y.  Xo.  5894,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 

id.   (Pa.  Application  Docket  Xo.  92,  1916,  Jan.  26,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  65. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  attte^  pp,  ^ll'-OO^, 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  665 

Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.  Application  Docket  No.  92,  1916, 
Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  68. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  Na  5088,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.UJt.l916B,  423. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No,  5306,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
id.  Darien  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1016E,  829. 
id.  Empire  Foundry  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
id.  Kaufman  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.  Mountain  lee  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  906. 
id.  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
id.  Paragon  Plaster  Co.  v.  <N.  Y.)  P.U.R1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  Santvoord  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  232  Fed.  978)  P.U,R.1916F, 
352. 
Delevan,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5264,  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  607. 
Delgado  v.  Union  Garage  Co.  (Philippine  Case  No.  316,  June  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916P,  962. 
Dells  Paper  &  P.  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis. 

Nov.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Del  Norte  People's  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3247,  Application 

No.  2135,  April  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  18. 
Delphoa  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  788,  May  2,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  259. 
Delray  Connecting  R.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  X-567i,  Feh.  29,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  94. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1007,  Feb.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  761. 
Demurrage  Rules,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4925,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R, 

191 6D,  303. 
Denholm  v.  Union  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Order  No.  243,  June  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  lOSO. 
Denmark  Farmers*  &  M.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Brown  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis. 

June  13,  1016)  P.U.R] 916E,  305. 
Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Colo   Cas^i  No.  44,  Sub.  No.  1,  Dec.  1,  1915) 
P.U.R.1910B,  427. 
id.   (Colo.  Case  No.  44,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
id.  Grand  Junction  Min.  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  951. 
id.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.    (Colo.)    P.U.R.1})16B,  1064. 
Denver  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  1>-919,  June  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  576. 
Depew  &  L.  Light,  Power  &  Conduit  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 
5206,  Nov.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1910F,  932. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5057,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  .540, 
id.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3342,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  42. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5589,  July  20,  1916)    P.U.R.191CF, 

1046. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6350,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.C.R.1916F,  932. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5521,  June  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
id.    (N.  Y.  2d  Case  No.  5S00,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  42. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5590,  June  15,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
44. 
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Deposit  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diat.  Oase  No.  5628,  Aug.  8,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6516,  Sept.  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1049. 
Depot  at  Shaw,  Re  (Or.  P.  S.  0.  Or.  Order  No.  81,  F-478,  April  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
De  Pue  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  5136,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
Derby,  Re  (N.  Y.  Oase  No.  6220,  Jap.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 
DeRoy  v.  Boyne  City,  G.  ft  A.  R.  Co.   (Mich.  X-5375,  Nov.  12,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Des  Moines,  Huston  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
id.  Huston  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916D,  8. 
id.  Huston  v.   (lowe)    P.U.R,1916D,  9. 
Despatch  Heat,  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6646,  Juno 

13,  3916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
Des  Plaines  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  E-311,  Nov.  3,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916C,  661. 
id.   (111.  No.  6365,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1039. 
Desser  v.  Wichita  (Kan.  1916,  96  Kan.  820,  L.R.A.1916D,  246,  153  Ptac. 
1194)   P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
id.  V.  Wichita  (Kan.  1916,  96  Kan.  820,  L.RJ^.1916D,  246,  163  Pac. 
1194)  P.U.R.1916D,  8. 
Detroit,  Re  (Mich.  X-4262,  Nov.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5989,  Nov.  12.  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
id.   (Mich.  X-4197,  Nov.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
id.   (Michigan  X-^817,  July  23,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916A,  24. 
Detroit,  A.  ft  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1068,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1044. 
Detroit  ft  H.  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-559,  Aug.  11,  1910)   P.U.R.1916F, 

37. 
Detroit  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Commission  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1916, 
240  U.  S.  664,  60  L.  ed.  802,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  424)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  479. 
Detroit,  B.  C.  ft  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-431,  Sept.  1,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1043. 
id.  (Mich.  D-587,  June  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
id.   (Mich.  D-587,  June  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
Detroit  City  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  D-273,  Aug.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

576. 
Detroit  Edison  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-224,  Feb.  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  250. 
Detroit,  G.  H.  ft  M.  R.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6063,  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B. 
427. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5826,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
id.   (Mich.  X-0825,  July  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  D-947,  Feb.  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5826,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6234,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6053,  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6234,  March  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  96. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6351,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 
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Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.,  Re  (Michigan  No.  2974,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916A,  26. 
id.  Highland  Park  v.    (Mich.)    P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Detroit,  J.  ft  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1043,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.19161, 

36. 
Detroit,  P.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  In  Re   (Mich.  D-780,  Nov.  12,  1915)   P.UJt. 

1916A,  479. 
Detroit,  T.  ft  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-782,  Jiily  6,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F, 

36. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1549,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P.U.R,  1916 A,  24. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  864,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  46. 
Detrott  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-818,  Dec.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

677. 
id.   (Mich.  D-765,  Dec.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  577. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5671,  Feb.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  95. 
id.   (Mich.  D-837,  June  1,  1916)  P.Uja.l916E,  97. 
DeVane  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  June  16,  1916)   P.UJL 

1916F,  1028. 
Deyine  y.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.    (Minn.  Jan.  18,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  325. 
Dexter  ft  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5450.  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R* 

1916D,  257. 
Diamond  Match  Co.,  Re  (Oal.  Deeiaion  No.  3461,  Application  No.  2338, 

June  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
Diaz,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  757,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  915. 
Dickinson,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6541,  June  20,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916F,  934. 
id.  Marseilles  v.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
Dickinson-Nelson  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3279,  Application  No.  2087, 

April  22,  1916)  P:U.R.1916F,  1019. 
Dletz,  Tri-City  R,  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Director  of  Posts  v.  Yangeo  (Philippine,  Case  No.  799,  Aug.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,J08G. 
District  Engineer  v.  Yu  Biao  Sontua  Co.    (Philippine,  Case  No.  702, 

April  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 
District  Jitney  Bus  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1651-4,  Order  No.  170, 

Dec.  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Dixon  Home  Teleph   Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5104,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

26. 
Dodgeville  Branch  of  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  869. 
Dold  Packing  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5284,  Nov.  9, 

1915)   P.UR.1916B,  670. 
Domestic  Corp.,  Re  (Ariz.  General  Order  No.  49,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1026. 
Domestic  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3226,  Application  No.  2149, 

April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  283. 
Donald,  Re  (N.  Y.  Agent  No.  5683,  Sept.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
Donaldson  v.  Clayton  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-174,  March  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Donaldson  Teleph.  Co.,  Whitesell  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
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Doppes  Sons  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  (Ohio  Sup* 

Ct.  1915.  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  L.R.A.  — ,  — ,  110  N.  E.  640)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1060. 
Dorr  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.   (W.  Va.  1916  —  W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A* 

1916E,  622,  88  S.  E.  666)  P.U.R.1910E,  618. 
Dorwin  v.  Minocqua  (Wis.  April  20,  1916)  P,U.R.1916E,  617. 
Downing  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (Ohio  No.  769,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
Downsville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  March  16,  1916)   F.U.R.1916E,  291. 

id.  Baker  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.  1916F,  1087. 
Drager  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  Xo.  4068,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

922. 
Dresden  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  744,  Feb»  7,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  271. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  726,  Feb.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
Dretzka  Sons  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  13, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  664. 
Drexel  Storage  &  Transfer  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5129,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  927. 
Duke  &  Vicinity  v.  Southern  R.  Co.    (Miss.  No.  4272,  Sept.  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Dull  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.   R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  2083,   Feb.  23, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
Duluth  &  I.  M.  Range  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Dec.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1»16B, 

1061. 
Duluth  &  L  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
Duluth  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  Re  (Minn.  A-1796,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

324. 
Duluth  &  Oil  Co.,  York  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
Duluth,  H.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-288,  May  1, 1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  937. 
Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Pulp  &  Mfrs.  Traffic  Asso.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R 

1916D,  324. 
Dunagan  v.  Red  Rock  (Okla.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Okla.  •— ,  158  Pac.  11701 

P.U.R.1916F,  980 
Dundee  Electric  Lightinj?     o.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No. 

4962,  Oct.  28,  lOio)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
Dupo  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  451.^,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  269. 
id.   (111.  No.  4513,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R  jOIGC,  756. 
Dupont  &  S.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Jennings  County  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.  No. 

1739,  April  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  791. 
Durfee,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5301,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Dutchess  County  Lime  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5320, 

Nov.  30,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Dutton  Lumber  Corp.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5315, 

Nov.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Dvorak  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-104,  Order  No.  295,  Nov. 

10,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  698. 

Eagle  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  797. 
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Earlimart  ProgrossiTe  Club  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  8167, 
Case  Xo.  901,  March  17,  1916)  P.U.U.1916E,  818. 
id.  V.  Southern  P.   Co.    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3167,  Application  No 
901,  March  17,  1016)   P.U.R.1916E,  864. 

Earl  Park  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  Xo.  2335,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
30. 

Earl  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  242. 

East  Alton  v.  Alton,  G.  &  St.  L.  Traction  Co.   (111.  No.  3648,  Dec.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 

East  Aurora  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5199,  Not.  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
East  Baton  Rouge  v.  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  (La.  No.  2427,  Order  No. 

1915,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1050. 
East  Creek  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1332,  March  16, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  256. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1332,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  256. 
East  Dubuque  Electric  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5213,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  27. 
id.   (111.  No.  5213,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  925. 
id.   (HI.  No.  5213,  Juiy  13,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
id.   (HI.  No.  5218,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
Eastern  Freight  Accumulation  Conference,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5487, 

March  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  286. 
Eastern  Grain  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.   (Me.  P.  C.  No.  63,  Feb.  1, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
Eastern  Illinois  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (111.  Case  No.  5230,  Sept.  28,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,   944. 
id.   (111.  Cases  No.  6230-A,  &  5230-B,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1039. 
id.   (111.  Case  Xo.  5332,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  5561.  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
Eastern  Vermont  Public  Utilities  Corp.,  Re   (Vt.  No.  453,  March  14, 

1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
Easteni  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  July  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1018. 
id.    (Wis.  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  157. 
East  Greenwich  Electric  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  Xo.  276,  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  326. 
id.   (R.  I.  Xo.  248,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  203.^ 
id.   (R.  I.  Xo.  253,  March  29,  1910)  P.U.R.1916D,  203.* 
East  Greenwich  Electric  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  266,  May  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
East  Hamilton  &  X.  G.  R.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-1030,  May  18. 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  35. 
East  Liverpool  Traction  &  Light  C^.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  750, 

April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
East  Oakland  Water  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3598,  Appli- 
cation No.  2081,  Aug.  25,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  1036 
Eastport  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-95,  Jan.  18,  1016)  P.U.R.1016C.  757. 
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East  St.  Louis  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  5052,  May  18,  1016)   P.UJft. 

1916F,  25. 
East  St.  Louis,  C.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  413.3,  Nov.  11,  1015)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  312. 
id.   (111.  No.  451 3-A,  June  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
tast  St.  I»ui8  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5260,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  324. 
id.  East  St.  Louis  Lumber  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R  1916E,  196. 
id.  East  St.  Louis  Lumber  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
id.  Illmo  Hotel  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  Illmo  Hotel  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
id.  Manewal  Baking  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  Manewal  Baking  Co.  v.    (111.)    P.U.R.1916F,  351. 
id.  Manewal  Baking  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
id.  Maxwell  &  C.  Mule  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.K.1916F,  1027. 
East  St.  Louis  Lumber  Co.  v.  East  St  Louis  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ill  No. 
4592,  Consolidated  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  y.  East  St.  Louis  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.  No.  4592,  AprU  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  610. 
East  Side  Canal  &.  Irrig.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3326,  Application 
No.  2240,  May  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
id.   (Wis.  Decision  No.  3339,  Application  No.  2233,  May  13„1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
East  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  8,  1910)  P.U.R.1916E,  241. 
East  Washington  Heights  Traction  R.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  Formal  Case  No. 
45,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1625-6,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
id.   (D.  C.  Formal  Case  No.  45,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1625-6,  Aug.  24,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Eaton  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  665,  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  580. 
Economy  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Trego  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  92.3. 
Economy  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4843,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

1050. 
Eddy  Foundry  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (III.  No.  3887,  Jan.  6, 

1916)  P.U.R.1910B,  701. 
Eden  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Twenty-eight  Purchasers  of  Natural  <3as  v.  (N.  Y. 
2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
id.  Twenty-eight  Purchasers  of  Natural  Gas  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Edgerly  &  Co.  v.  Ottumwa  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  156  N.  W.  388) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
id.  V.  Ottumwa  (Iowa  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  156  N.  W.  388) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
id.  V.  Ottumwa  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  156  N.  W.  388)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  617. 
Edgewatcr  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3992,  Apr. 

20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  197. 
Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Re    (Idaho,  Sept.  29,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916A,  476. 
id.  Bittman  v.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)    P.U.R.1916P,  1055. 
id.  Bittman  v.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
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Edison  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5290,  April 

4,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  39. 

Edminster  v.  Chippewa  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  750. 
Edmund  Fay  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1063,  Oct.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1045. 
Edwards  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5339.  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1049. 
id.    (111.  No.  5359,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  995. 
Effingham  Waterworks  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4845,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1022. 
Egyptian  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  and  Masaac  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re 

(111.  No.  3009,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
Ehret,  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  200. 
Eikenberry  v.  St.  Paul  &  K.  C.  S.  L.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa,  — , 

156  N.  W.  163)   P.U.R.1916E,  66. 
Eimerman,  Shepard  Drainage  Dist.  t.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
Electrical  Inspection  &  Audit  Corp.  v.  United  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 

(N.  Y.  5  N.  Y.  S.  D.  R.  3)  P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
id.  V.  United  Electric  Light  &^P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  1915,  5  N.  Y. 

5.  D.  R.  1)   P.U.R.1916E,  621. 

id.  V.  United  Electric  Light  &  P.  O.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  5  N.  Y.  8.  D. 
R.  1)   P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
Electric  Invest.  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-128,  Order  No.  335,  April 

1,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  643,  Nov.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,553. 
Electric  R.  Corp.,  Re   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1334,  July  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Electro-Metallurgical  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5297, 

Nov.  17,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4610,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
317. 
id.   (111.  T-174,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  318. 
id.   (111.  T-186,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  321. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2168,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  322, 
id.   (111.  No.  4097,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  369. 
id.   (111.  T-182,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  321. 
id.   (IlL  No.  4610,  Nov.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  982. 
id.   (111.  No.  5444,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
id.  V.  United  States  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.  1915,  142  C.  C.  A.  107,  227 
Fed.  411)   P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
Elgin  Merchants  Light  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4702,  March  10,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1916D,  200. 
Elizabeth  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4339,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C. 

561. 
Elkhart,  Indiana  &  M.  Electric  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  325. 
Elkhart  Bridge  &  I.  Co.  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Nov.  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Elkhart  Gas  &  Fuel  C;o.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2043,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1004. 
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Elkhart  Lake  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  July  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

1050. 
Elk  Park  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  509,  Report  & 

Order  No.  151,  Jan.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1057. 
Ellison  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5552,  Aug.  1, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1017. 

Elmira  Water,  Light  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dlst.  Case  No.  5357,  June 

15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  945. 

id.   (N.  V.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5357,  June  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  44. 

id.   (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5663,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 

Elmwood  Lumber  &  Grain  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis. 

Deo.  15,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  368. 
El  Paso  &  S.  W.  System,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  296,  Subs.  1,  2  &  3,  Dec 

30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  308. 
Emerson  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  A-2214,  Jan.  H, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
Emmons,  Re    (N.  Y,  2d  Dist.  Case  Nq.  5658,  Aug.  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  914. 
id.  V.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  729,  Aug.  8, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Empire  Coke  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5595,  July  11,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1046. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.   4810,  Aug.  8,   19J6)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1047. 
Empire  Foundry  C^o.  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5296, 

Nov.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Empire  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4741,  July  31,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4906,  Sept.  14,  1915)    P.U.R.1916A, 
540. 
Empire  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  Case  No.  5109,  Sept.  1,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  539. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3460,  April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  40. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5786,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R1016D,  342. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5269,  Oct.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  550. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5129,  Sept.  1,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  558. 
id.  Patrons  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Emporium  Water  Co.,  Norelty  Incandescent  Lamp  Co.  Y.  (Pa.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  951. 
Emsweller,  Re   (Ind.  Nos.  2089  &  2224,  April  7,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

279. 
Englehart  v.  Michaels  (Wis.  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R*1916F,  949. 
Englewood  Dairy  Co.  v.  Wells  Fargo  Exp.  Co.   (111.  No.  3960,  Nov.  11, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
Equity  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  July  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1018. 
Erickson,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2682,  March  25.  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  660. 
Erie  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5573,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.K. 
1916F,  42. 
id.   (N.  Y,  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5565.  May  31,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  43. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5975.  April  29,  1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
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Erie  B.  Co.,  Be  (N.  Y.  2d  Diflt.  Case  No.  5519,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.B. 
1916F,  1064. 

id.   (111.  No.  4497,  April  7.  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  361. 

id.   (N.  J.  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  252. 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5708,  Oct.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.191GD,  336. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6650,  Sept.  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  333. 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5670,  Oct.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5644,  Sept.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5629,  Sept.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5364,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  254. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5892,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5852,  Feb.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5812,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5733,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  S38. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5156,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5372,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Oct.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5729,  Nov.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5880,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  346. 

id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5652,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  Allen  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  869. 

id.  Automatic  Transp.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 

id.  Booth  V.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Buffalo  Vegetable  Market  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Canaseraga  V.  (N.Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 

id.  Downing  v.   (Ohio)  P.U.R.1910F,  940. 

id.  Gerry  Veneer  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.191*B,  669. 

id.  Kearny  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  25. 

id.  Mehoning  V.  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 

id.  Middletown  v.   (N.Y.)  P.U.R.1916F,  940. 

id.  Middletown  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  957. 

id.  Newburgh  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  Pearl  City  Veneer  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  N.  J.  L.  — ,  98 
Atl.  14)   P.U.R.1916F,  911. 

id.  ▼.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  N.  J.  L.  — ,  98 
Atl.  15)  P.UJ1.1916F,  168. 

id.  Ryan  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 

id.  Salamanca  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   RU.R.1916A,  20. 

id.  Youngstown  &  S.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1910E,  98. 
Escanaba  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  6345,  May  5,  1916)  P.U.R,1916E, 
77. 

id.   CMich.  No.  6346,  M«y  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
Eschinger,  Re  (D.  C.  Order  No.  190,  P.  U.  C.  No.  2153,  Oct.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
Evans  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2032,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
Excelsior  Wrapper  Co.  v.  >'ew  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5210, 
Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
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Exeter  &  H.  Electric  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-810,  Order  No.  403,  Dec.  30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
Express  Rates,  Re  (Tenn.  Aug.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  646. 
id.   (Tenn.  May  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  540. 

id.   (N.  H.  r)-189,  Order  No.  528,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  990. 
i^cleshimer,  Re    (Fla.  Order  No.  505,  File  No.  T-162,  Jan.  4,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  957. 

B^aast  V.  Shaw  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Fairfax  v.  Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.    (Vt.  No.  360,  Dec.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  661. 
Fairfield  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  187.1,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1099. 
Fairmont  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Application  No.  2059,  Decision  No.  3312, 

May  8,  1916)   P.U.RJ916F,  1Q22. 
Farlow,  Re  (Wyo.  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Farmers'  &  M.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  782,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  307. 
Farmers  Clay  Products  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Net^  Formal  Com- 
plaint No.  231,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D.  329. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No. 
230,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.lOieb,  329. 
Farmer's  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2258,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  791. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  22^8,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1964,  Feb.  4,  1916)   P.UJ<.1916E,  278. 
id.  V.  Commercial  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.  Now  1609,  F«b.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  304. 
Farmers'  Elevator  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.   (Md.  Jan.  31,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &,  H.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Jan.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.191^E,  830. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  k  H.  R.  Co.    (Mo.  Jan.  31,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
979. 
Farmers'  Inter-County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Mauaton  Electric  Service  Co. 

(Wis.  Dec.  30,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916B,  750. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Asao.  and  Independent  Teleph.  System,  Re  (III 

No.  3615,  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916B,  751. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (III.  No.  5034,  June  21,  1916)    P.U.R. 
19] 6E,  307. 
id.   (Wis.  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  798. 
id.   (Wyo.  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
id.   (111.  No.  3483,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  790. 
id.  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  779,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E^  828. 
Farmers  Storage  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3372,  Application  No.  2228, 

May  24,  1916)  PXTiR.lOldF,  1019. 
Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  Application  No.  2618,  May  26,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Mich.  T-111,  March  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
id.    (Mich.  D-1044,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  36. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp,  &7 1^604. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  675 

Farmington  River  Power  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2088,  Oct.  6,  1916> 

P.U.R.1D16F,  954. 
Farmland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1990,  Feb.  28,  1016)   P.U.R.1916D, 

790. 
Famawwrth  v.  Boro  Oil  &  Gaa  Co.  (N.  Y.  1915,  216  N.  Y.  40,  109  N.  E. 

860)   P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
id.  V.  Boro  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  1916,  216  N.  Y.  40,  109  N.  E.  860) 

P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
Faulkner  v.  Ventura  County  Power  Co.   (Cal.  Case  No.  569,  Decision 

No.  3004,  Case  No.  570,  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
id.  V.  Ventura  County  Power  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  569,  Dec.  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  198. 
id.  V.  Ventura  County  Power  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  569,  Dec.  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
Fayette  &  B.  Counties,  Fayette  County  Utilities  Co.  t.   (Iowa)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  929. 
Fayette  County  Utilities  Co.  v.  Fayette  &  B.  Counties   (Iowa,  Docket 

No-  E-188,  Feb.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Fayetteville  v.  Syracuse  &  Suburban  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

5205,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  998. 
Federal  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  T.  &  T.  113,  April 

29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4153,  Sept.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A, 

540. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  3586,  Oct.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  578. 
Feely's  Pike  Lake  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

797. 
Fellows,  Winthrop  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
id.  Winthrop  v.   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
Femald  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  90,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1028. 
Ferris,  Re    (Idaho,   Case  No.  F-305,  Order  No.  296,  Nov.   10,   1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Filing  of  Annual  Reports  of  Common  Carriers,  Re  (Colo.  General  Order 

No.  21,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Findlay,  R.  &  Co.,  Re  CPhilippine,  Case  No.  782,  July  31,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1093. 
Fink  V.  San  Joaquin  &,  K.  River  Canal  k  Irrig.  Co.,  Cal.  Decision  No. 

2983,  Case  No.  834,  Dec.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  667. 
Fish  &  H.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-275,  March 

3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  201. 
Fisher  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Sept.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1074. 
Fisher  &  Sons  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.    (Me.  F.  C.  67.1,  April  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  199, 
Fishing  Creek,  Timber  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  Feb.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

986. 
Fishkill  Electric  R.  Co.,  Cronin  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Fitz  v,  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916fi, 

203. 
»  ■■    — — — ■ '     ■      ■  ■  '' 

For  TnfOe  of  Coses  IHgeBiedf  tte^  mnte,  pp,  671^604, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


676  CASES  ABSTRACTED. 

Fitzpatrick  v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5160,  Sept.  1, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

Flambeau  Paper  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  April  19, 

1936)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
Flambeau  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 

Wis.  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  675. 
Flanagan  &  D.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Nos.  3355  &  4449,  March  »,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  622. 
Fletcher  &  Fletcher  v.  Fuller  (HI.  No.  4109,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

666. 
Fletcher  Paper  Co.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-929,  Apr.  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
Flint,  Re  (Mich.  X-6945,  Oct.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.,  Re    (Fla.  Order  No.  477,  File  No.  3717, 
March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  486,  File  No.  3790,  April  28,  1915)    P.UJC. 

1916E,  826. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  495,  File  No.  3717,  July  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

958. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  491,  File  No.  3726,  July  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

958.  ■ 
id.   (Fla.   Order  No.   492,   File  No.   3726,  July   16,   1915)    P.UJl 

1916F,  958. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  490,  File  No.  3726,  July  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

958. 
id.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  (Fla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
Florida  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  609,  File  No.  3835,  March  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  311. 
Floyd  County,  Nora  Springe  Light  &  P.  Co.  t.   (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916F, 
930. 
id.  Rome  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.UJR.1916E,  806. 
Fonda,  J.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5828,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
343. 
id.  Worcester  Salt  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Footville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  157. 

id.  Howe  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Ford  Motor  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5171,  June  1, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
Forest  Teleph  C^.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2199,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Forms,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  May.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Forrestville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1089. 

id.   (Wis.  June  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1090. 
Forsythe  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4269,  Jan.  27, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 

Ft.  Berthold  Farmers*  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Queen  City  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (N. 

D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1089. 
Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Judge  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 

id.  Lee  v.   (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Ft  Henry  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5477,  April 
18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1057. 
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Ft.  Plain  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  No.  4116,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  795. 
Ft  Shaw  y.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (M<Hit.  Docket  No.  510,  Report  & 

Order  No.  149,  Jan.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1057. 
Ft  Smith,  WiUis  t.  (Ark.)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 

id.  WiUiB  V.  (Ark.)  P.U.R.1916D,  8. 
FortviUe  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2416,  July  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
Ft.   Wayne  k  D.  Traction  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2296,  June  22,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  274. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2296,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2296,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  31. 
Ft  Wayne  &  N.  I.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2044,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  756. 
Ft.  Wayne  Traffic  Bureau  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No. 

909,  Feb.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Foster  v.  Chicago,  St  P.  &  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  {Wis,  Oct.  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  953. 
Fostoria  &  F.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  663,  Nov.  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A. 

480. 
Fox  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-234,  July  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  823. 
Fox  River  Exp  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5007,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  926. 
Fox  Twp.  V.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3609,  Supp.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  27. 
Frankfort  City  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1922,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D.  791. 
Franklin  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W,  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  Case  No.  5625, 

Aug.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066.  • 

Franklin  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4680,  Feb.  17,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  199. 
Franklin  County,  Cedar  Valley  Hydraulic  Co.  v.   (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916F, 

929. 
Franklin  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re    (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas,  &  £.  L.  Comrs. 

March  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  248. 
Framklyn  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  796,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  946. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  796,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 
Eraser,  Re  (Mich.  No.  6015,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
Frazeyburg  Bell  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  441,  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  607. 
Frederic  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  824. 
Freehoff  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Aug.  12,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1070. 
Freemon  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4162,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

73. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.    (IlL  No.  4162,  Jan.  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1910B, 

1060. 
Freeport  Gas  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4743,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  244. 
id.   (111.  No.  5415,  Sept  28,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  1040. 
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Fteeport  R.  k  Light  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4840,  March  «8,  1916)    t».U.R. 

1916F,  964. 
Freeport  R.  Co.,  Re  <N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5586,  June  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  43. 
Freight  Cars  Containing  Rules  Governing  Trap  or  Ferry  Car  Service, 

Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4560,  Sept.  1,  1915)  F.U.R.1916D,  364. 
Freight  Rates  Containing  CSiarges  Qov«mittg  Trap  or  F«rry  Car  Service, 

Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4660,  Sept  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
Freight  Stations  at  Jacksonville   (Fla.  Order  No.  482,  File  No.  3027, 

AprU  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  826. 
Fresno  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  520,  May  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Spafford  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1030. 

id.  Spafford  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.,  fte  (Cai.  ]>ecision  'No.  2943,  Application  No. 

1835,  Nov.  80,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  70. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3010,  Application  No.  1416,  December  30, 

•1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  236. 
Fresno  Traffic  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  (Do.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2884,  Case  No. 

878,  Nov.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  739. 
Frlck  &  L.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  653,  Nov.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  553. 
Frick  Co.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Tenn.  Oct.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Fuller,  Fletcher  &  Fletcher  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  666. 

id.  V.  La  Compania  General  de  Tabacos  de  Filipinas   (Philippine, 

Case  No.  712,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1085. 
Fullmer  v.  Wausau  Street  R.  Co.   (Wis.  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1086. 
Fultin  Chain  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  Case  No.  5476,  April  11, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
Fulton  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5414,  Feb.  9,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  264. 
Fulton  Light,  Heat  A. P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6359,  April 

13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  40. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  E1.-17,  Aug.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
Fynes  v.  Henryetta  Gas  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2568,  Order  No.  1072,  Aug. 

11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 

Gable,  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  75. 

Gaffey,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  2908,  App.  No.   1650,  Nov.   19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  731. 
Gaines  v.  Charleston  Light  &  Water  Co.  (S.  C.  1916,  —  S.  C.  — ,  L.R.A. 

1916E,  417,  88  S.  E.  378)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
Galbraith,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2418-2419,  July  21,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-240,  March 

13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  823. 
Galesburg  &  G.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4814,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1065. 
Galesburg  &  K.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3041,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  997. 
Galesburg  R.  Lighting  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4543,  March  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1002. 
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Galesburg  R.  Lighting  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4543,  Jan.  13^  1916)  P.UJL 

1916F,  1001. 
id.   (111.  No.  4796,  March  33,  1916)  P.U,R.1916D,  243. 
id.   (111.  No.  5646,  Oct.  18,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  6518,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916JF,  996 
Gallatin  Valley  v.  Gallatin  Valley  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  473,  Re- 
port &  Order  No.  150,  Jan.  W,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1051. 
Gallatin  V^ley  R.  Co.,  Gallatin  VaUey  v.  (Mcmt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 
Gait  Block  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  141,  June  U,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,.  1020. 
Galva  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6368,  July  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
Galveston,  H.  4b  S.  A.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Tex.  Application  }$o.  602,  May  3, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  367. 
id.  <Tex.  Application  No.  613,  Authority  No.  315,  Jan.  6,  *1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
Galveston  Li^t  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2281,  May  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  269. 
Garden  Bay  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-946,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  760. 

id.   (Mich.  D-946,  Nov.  19,  1916)  P.U,R.1916B,  576. 
Garden  City  Sand  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  N.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3701,  March  16, 

1916)  P.U.RJ.916E,  198. 
Garrison  Coal  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2438, 

Order  No.  1106,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
GarHson  Fisher  Co.,  Charleston  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R,1916F,  1092. 
Garside,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6396,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
Gary  &  L  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2269,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
Gas,  Electric  &  Water  Cos.,  Re  (Ariz.  General  Order  No.  46,  Dec.  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Gaston  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  8423,  July  18,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  31. 
Gates,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6617,  May  16,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F, 

913. 
Gaysport  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  936,  Sept.  12,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F, 

971. 
Geauque,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  806,  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
Gebei-t  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Oct.  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
General  Order  No  12,  Re  (Colo.  Feb.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
id.  No.  13   (Colo.  Feb.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  90. 
id.  No.  14  (Colo.  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  90. 
id.  No.  15  (Colo.  April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  352. 
id.  No.  16   (Colo.  July  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
General  Regulations,  Re  (Or.  F-474,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 
General  Water   Supply  Co.,  Township   Committee  v.    (N.  J.)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1092. 
Genesee  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5163,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  679. 
(Jeneva,  S.  F.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6024,  May  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diat.  Case  No.  5602,  Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
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Geneva,  S.  F.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4809,  Feb.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  254. 
id.  Shirley  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1918P,  1011. 
Georgetown  Gaslight  Co.,  Ke  (D.  C.  Order  No.  177,  P.  U.  C.  No.  177 J, 

March  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  752. 
Georgia,  F.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  500,  File  No.  3815,  Dec. 

7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  311. 
Georo;ia  Public  Senice  Corp.,  Union  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.    (Ga.)   P.U.R. 

191 6F,  995. 
Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Peck  (Ga.  App.  1916,  —  Ga.  App.  — ,  88  S.  E. 

33)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
Gcrmania  Ref.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Doektet  No.  159, 

June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Gerry  Veneer  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5156,  Sept. 

1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  669. 
Gettysburg  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Adams  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  823.   ' 
Ghriest,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3463,  Application  No.  2239,  June  27, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  994. 
Gibbons  v.  Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.    (Me.  F.  C.  60,  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
Gibson  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  5523,  Sept.  28,  1916)    P.U.R 

1916F,  1040. 
id.   (111.  No.  5040,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  307. 
Gilbert  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-911,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

324. 
Gilead  Home  Teleph.,  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2680,  March  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  250. 
Gillespie  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4276,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  789. 
Gillett,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5663,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

914. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5390,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  913. 
Gillick,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5680,  Sept.  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  914. 
Gillson  V.  Dlinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4615,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1055. 
Gilmore  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Oct.  18, 1915)  P.U.R.1916A, 

25. 
Gilster,  Re  (111.  No*  3627,  Ai^.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  910. 
Girard  Water  Co.,  Re   (Pa.  Municipal  Contract  Docket  No.  76,  1915, 

Oct.  20,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1092. 
Gish  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1034. 
id.  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  474. 
id.  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  &  P.  Co.    (Wis.  April  19,  1916)    P.U.R 

1916&,  1061. 
id.  V.  Beaver  Dam  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.UJl. 

1916E,  1072. 
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Qknd&k  A  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2951,  Case  No.  765,  Dec  4, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B*  894. 
Qlendale  Light  t  P.  Co.,  Re  <Cal.  Deeittion  No.  3058,  Applicatioii  No. 

2046,  Jan.  25,  1916)  P.UJLa91«E,  269. 
GlenflM  Af  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5221,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1916B,  1053. 
Gkim  Pier  Co.,  Re  <Mioh.  D>964,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.Ra916F,  34. 
Glen  St.  Mary,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  476,  File  No.  2594,  March  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  818. 
Glen  Teleph.  Ca,  Canajoharie  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 

id.  Ft.  Plain  ▼.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
Glennm  y.  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.  Dec.  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

*   700. 
Glidden  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1018. 
Globe  light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  338,  May  8,  1916)  P.UJC 

1916F,  964. 
Globe  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5449,  Mardi  21,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  78. 
Goddard  y.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3866,  Case 

No.  929,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Golden  k  B.  Transfer  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1021,  Apr.  14,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  260. 
Goldstein  y.  Wynantskill  Hydro-Electric  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  Case  No. 

5669,  Sept.  19,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1058. 
Goleta  Farmers,  Re  (Cal.  Dec  No.  3083,  App.  No.  2061,  Feb.  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  750. 
Gomph,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  2956,  Application  No.   1807,   Dec.   4, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  309. 

Goodrich  Co.  v.  Akron,  C.  &  Y.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  427,  May  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  625. 
Goold,  International  R.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Goss  Stave  Co.  v.  Martinsville  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2022,  Feb.  23, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  878. 

Gothenburg  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re    (Neb.  App.  No.  2557,  Nov.   19,  1915) 

,     P.U.R.1916C,  158. 
Gouvemeur,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6084,  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Gowanda  Light  &  P.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5563,  Aug.  8, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  Case  No.  5630,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
Grade  Crossings,  Re   (Colo.  Case  No.  56,  May  27,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916E, 
63. 
id.   (Colo.  Case  No.  66,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  90. 
Graham  v.  Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Or.  F-465,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  69, 

Jan.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
Grand  Island  Commercial  Club  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Com- 
plaint No.  289,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
Grand  Junction  Min.  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Colorado  Midland  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Case 
No.  43,  April  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
M.  V.  Ootorado  M.  R.  Ck).    (Colo.  No.  43,  April  22,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  417. 
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Grand  Junction  M!n.  &  Pud  Co.  v.  Denver  k  R.  O.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Case 

No.  41,  July  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  951. 
Grand  Lodge,  I.  F.  &  A.  M.  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  k  9t.  X.  R.  Oa  {Ittd,  No. 

1694,  Aug.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1936A,  23. 
Grand  Rapids,  Re  (Mich.  No.  1683,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  96. 

id.   (Mich.  No.  1683,  May  4,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916E,  97. 
Grand  Rapids  4  I.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  X-5925,  June  1,  1916)   P.U.R, 
1916E,  78. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  816,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  96. 
id.  Cadillac  Lumber  Exch.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
id.  Mitchell-Diggins  Iron  Oo.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916D,  824. 
id.  Wheeler  Ashcraft  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
Grand  Rapids,  H.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-5338,  May  4,  1516)  TP.U.R. 

1916A,  23. 
Grand  Rapids  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6261,  April  4,  1916)  P.tJJl.l916E, 
77. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1032,  May  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  84. 
Grand  River  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2502,  Order  No.  1092,  Aug. 

19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 

Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1611,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P, 
1064. 
id.  V.  Bartlett  (Vt.  No.  362,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  Ml. 
id.  V.  Morgan  (Vt.  No.  437,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  423. 
id.  Norton  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  System,  Re    (Me.  R.  R.  136,  Feb.  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  624. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2217,  May  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5750,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1§16D,  339. 
id.   (ni.  T-137,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  304. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  113,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  103. 
id.   (Mich.  D-155,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.UJ1.1936B,  428. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5719,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-354,  Nov.  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  425. 
id.  (Mich.  D-313,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6024,  March  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
Grangers  Business  Asso.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2871,  Application  No. 

1913,  Nov.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
Orangerille  v.  New  Orleans,  N,  &  N.  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2031,  No. 

2541,  Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
Granville  Electrie  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4629,  Sept. 

20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1049. 

Grasse  River  R.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4877,  Nov.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  421. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4877,  Nov.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  698. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6379,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  39. 
Grasty,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  317,  May  8,  1916)  P.UJR.1916E,  281. 
Gratiot  County  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-793,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
35. 
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Grattan  v.  Hallstead  Water  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  184,  July 

20,  1914)  P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
Graratt  k  M.  Constr.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  873,  June  23,  1016)  P.UJl., 

1916r,  46. 
Graves,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3456,  Application  No.  2336,  June  24, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1022. 
Gray,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6138,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mont  Order  No.  143,  Nov,  19, 1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1057. 

id.  (N.  D.  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 

id.   (Minn.  March  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  866. 

id.   (Minn.  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 

id.   (Wis.  Aug.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  994. 

id.  Acton  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1057. 

id.  Cahill  v.  (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1063. 

Id.  Cascade  Mill.  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.  1916D,  361. 

id.  Coram  v.  (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916E,  821. 

id.  Elk  Park  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1016B,  1057, 

id.  Ft.   Shaw   v.    (Mont.)    P.U.R.1916B,   1067. 

id.  Fresno  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 

id.  Montana  Bd.  of  Railroad  Comrs.  v.   (Mont.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  867. 

id.  Nelson  Coal  Co.  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916D,  326, 

id.  Nelson  Coal  Co.  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 

id.  Ottun  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 

id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1016F,  1070. 

id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 

id.  Public    Service    Commission   ex   rel.    Carstens   Packing   Co.   v. 
(Wash.)  P.U.R.1916D,  357. 

id.  Railroad  Commission  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1058. 

id.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E,  867. 

id.  Range  Sand  Lime  Brick  Co.  v.   (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  700. 

id.  Spraker  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 

id.  Spring  V.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  824. 

id.  Spring  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  870. 

id.  Spring  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 

id.  Virgelle  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1051. 

id.  Washed  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 

id.  Wickes  v.   (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 

id.  Wickes  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916E,  967. 

id.  Wolf  Point  Commercial  Club  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1052. 
Great  Western  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3560,  Application  No. 
2384,  July  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 

id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2930,  App.  No.  1974,  Nov.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 
746. 

id.   (Cal.   Dec.  No.  2904,   App.   No.   1887,   Nov.   18,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916C,  418. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.,  Re   (Colo.  Case  No.  40,  Dec.  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  1049. 
Great  Western  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Cfhicago,  M.  4  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis. 
Dec.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
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Great  Works  Bridge,   Re    (Me.   R.   R.   Com.   Docket  No.   340,   Dec.   9, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 

Greely  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Case  No.  26,  Dec. 

20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
Green,  Re  (Miss.  No.  4263,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 

id.  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3403,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1055. 
id.  Robinson  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
id.  Robinson  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
id.  V.  Wichita  Falls  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  986,  Cause 

No.  2229,  Nov.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  V.  Wynantskill  Hydro-Electric  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  DIst.  Case  No. 
6638,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
Green  Bay  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Wisconsin  River  Paper  &  P.  Co.  v.   (Wis.) 

P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Greencastle  Waterworks  dJo.,   Putnam  Electric  CJo.  r.    (Ind.)    P.U.R. 

iaJ6D,  176. 
Greenfield-Deeraeld  Consolidation   (Mass.  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

270. 
Greenfield  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mass.  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

34. 
Greenfield  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-5967,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  422. 

id.   (Mich.  X-6088,  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
Green  Lane  v.  Perkiomen  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  450,  May 

4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Green  River  Waterworks  Co.,  Mills  v.  (Wyo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
id.  Mills  V.  (Wyo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
id.  Mills  V.  (Wyo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1035. 
Grecnshields  v.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3414,  Case  No. 
-  920,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
id.  V.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3414,  Case  No.  920, 
June  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Greentown  Canning,  Ice  k  Mfg.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1933,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Greenville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-91,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

552. 
Greenville  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-115,  Apr.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  247. 
Greenwich  Fanners  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  717,  Feb.  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  767. 
Gregory  Electric  0>.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5396,  March  28, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  933. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5479,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  43. 
Gresham  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  753,  Feb.  28, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
id.  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No'.  1825,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1062. 
CriflSng,  Re    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5167,  Oct.  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  690. 
Griffith,  Re  (N,  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5325,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
933. 
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Grimm,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2787,  App.  No.  1879,  Sept.  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  550. 
Oriswold  &  Walker,  Re  (111.  No,  5418,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 
Groton  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4215,  Sept.  7,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
Guildhall.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Guilford  Lumber  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1028. 
Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Buddendorff   (MIbs.  1916,  —  Miss.  — ,  L.R.A. 
1916D,  253,  70  So.  704)   P.U.R.1916E,  666. 
id.  V.  Buddendorff  (Misa.  1916,  —  Miss.  — ,  L.R.A.1916D,  253,  70 
So.  704)  P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
Gulf.  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4870,  Dec.  8,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  351. 
id.   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4873,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  351. 
id.   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4862,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
id.   (Tex.  Application  No.  712,  Authority  No.  486,  Feb.  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
id.  V.  State  (Tex.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Tex.  — ,  181  S.  W.  685,  affirming 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  169  S.  W.  385)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
Gulf,  F.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  So.  613,  File  No.  3502,  April  24, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  483,  File  No.  3508,  April  28,  1915)    P.U.R 
1916E,  826. 
Gulf  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Fla,  Order  No.  496,  File  No.  miOO,  Sept.  23. 
1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  958. 
id.  (Fla.  Order  No.  493,  File  No.  T-lOO,  July  21,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  788. 
Gunderson  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wia.  Nov.  27, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  993. 
Gunsberg,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2470,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
Gushw*  V.  St.  Joseph  Valley  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  2062,  April  7,  1916 » 
P.U.R.  1016F,  1077. ' 

Haekettstown  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Oct.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
Hair's  Switch  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.  No.  2330,  Order 

No.  1961,  Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
Hale  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2082,  Feb.  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.]  916E,  819. 
Hale-Haleell  Grocery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Okla.  Cause 

No.  2416,  Order  No.  1097,  Aug.  23,  1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  900. 
Half  Moon  Bay  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3628,  Application 

No.  2540,  Sept.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
Hall,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 

id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2965,  Application  No.  1989,  Dec.  9,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  281. 
id.  Colonial  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916F,  955. 
id.  V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  D-260,  Order  No.  476,  Nov.  6,  1915) 

P.IJ.R.1916B,  1058. 
Hallstead  Water  Co.,  Grattan  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
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Hamilton  v.  Manila  R.  Co.    (Philippine,  Case  No.  297,  Feb.  1,  1916) 
P.U.R.191GD,  348. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Okia.  Order  No.  1025,  Cause  No. 
1906,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
Hamilton  Park  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4694, 
June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  (HI.  No.  4694,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  986. 
Hamilton  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (111.  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E,  324. 
id.   (111.  No.  5306,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1060. 
id.   (111.  No  4903,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  24. 
id.   (111.  No.  4678,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
id.   (111.  No.  4678,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
Hammond  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  89. 
id.  y.  Santa  Barbara  &  Suburban  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3153, 
Case  No.  888,  Matrch  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1075. 
Hammond  Light  4  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5419,  Aug.  16, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5419,  Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6419,  Aug.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1048. 
JBQimpton,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3006,  Application  N6.  1986,  Dec.  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 

id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  8006,  Application  No.  1986,  Dec.  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1030. 
Bampton  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-220,  Order  No.  480,  Nov.  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
.       id.   (N.  H.  IV220,  Order  No.  480,  Nov.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  697. 
Hampton  Stave  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2035, 

No*  2532,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  951. 
Hamtramck,  Re   (Mich.  X-6211,  Feb.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
Hancock  v.  Continental  Utilities  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2020,  March  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
Hanson  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-282,  Sept.  2, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 

Happy  Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3212,  Appli- 
cation No.  1964,  March  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1910F,  1106. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3212,  Application  No.  1964,  March  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  623. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3212,  Application  No.  1964,  March  30,  1916) 
P.U.R.1910E,  621. 
Harder's  Fireproof  Storage  &  Van  Co.,  Re  (III  No.  4968,  May  4,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  5314,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
Hardin-Wyandot  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  757,  June  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  47. 
id.  V.  Upper  Sandusky    (Ohio  Sup.  Ct.  1016,  —  Ohio  St.  — ,  113 
N.  E.  402)   P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
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Hardy  t.  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  P.  K.  Co.  (Cal.  Decisicm  No.  2866,  Case  No. 

806,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  309. 
Harriman  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tenn.  May  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
Harris  v.  Oklahoma  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Case  No.  2393,  Order  No.  1021,  Feb. 

17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
Harris  CarUge  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1035,  June  14,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  35 
Harrison  &  J.  Tdeph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  813,  April  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  292. 
Harrisville  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6064,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Barter  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case.  No.  5002,  Jan.  25,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 
Hartford,  Re  (Conn.  No.  513,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  422. 
Hartford  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2085,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1098. 
Hartman,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2836,  App.  No.  1834,  Oct.  23,  1015)  P.U.R. 

1910B,  550. 
id.  (OW*  Dec.  No.  2979,  App.  No.  1916,  Dec.  17,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B, 

732. 
Hart  Mill.  &  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-999,  March  13, 1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

761. 
Harvaind  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2664,  Aug.  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1045. 
Harvard  TWeph.  Co.^Re  (HI.  No.  5087,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
Harvey  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3597,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1015.  • 

Haskell  Implement  &  Seed  Co.  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  (Me.  Sup.  Ct. 

1915,  114  Me  277,  96  AtL  219)  P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
H^kins  V.  Oklahoma  Gas  k  E.  0>.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2548,  Order  No. 

1096,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Haskm  Goal  Co.  v.  Chicago.  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (Ill  No.  5098,  Sept.  22, 1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
Hastings  Chamber  of  Commerce  v,  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal 

Complaint  No.  259,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  1052. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  259, 

Jan.  6,  1916)  P*UJ1.1916B,  1052. 
id.  V.  Cniicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Ck).   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  259, 

Jan.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  979. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  259, 

Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U,R.1916B,  1052, 
id.  V.  St.  Joseph  k  G.  I.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  277, 

Aug.  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
Hastings  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  508,  File  No.  T-133,  March 

2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  958. 
Hawkins'  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Wis.  April  18,  1916)    P,U.m.l916F, 

1018. 
id.   (Wis.  April  18,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
Hawthorne  Waterworks,  Public  Service  Commission  v.   (Nev.)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1092. 
^axton  k  Son  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5312^  Nov.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  6/1. 
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Hayes  Cartage  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1029,  June  6,  1»16)  P.U.R.1916F,  35. 
Hay  ton  Auto  Service,  Re   (111.  No.  4481,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B, 

574. 
id.   (111.  No.  4206,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Hazleton  v.  Atlanta    (Ga.   1916,  —  Ga.  — ,   87   S.  E.   1043)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  8. 
id.  V.  Atlanta  (Ga.  1916,  —  Ga.  — ,  87  S.  E.  1043)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
Healey  v.  O'Brien  County   (Iowa,  Docket  E-190,  Feb.  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  929. 
Hebron  Light,  Heat  &  P.«Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2163,  June  16,  1916)  P.UJR. 

1916F,  30. 
Heinz  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5266,  Oct.  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Helena  Light  &  R.  Co.,  Lenox  Addition  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1910F,  1055. 
Henderson  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.    (W.  Va.  Case  No.  408,  Formal 

Complaint  No.  68,  Oct.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Hennepin  County,  Re  (Minn.)  A-713,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  84. 
Henryetta  Gas  Co.,  Brymer  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Hermandos,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  791,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1013. 
Hermosa  Beach  Water  Co.,  Re  (Oal.  Dec.  No.  2868,  App.  No.  1346,  Nov. 

3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  745. 
Herrin  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4101,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.RJ916A, 

21. 
Herrmann,  Pennsylvania  R.  ^.  v.   (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
Hickory  Hill  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  4  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4104,  Dec. 

2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
Hicksville  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No-  809,  May  9, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
Highland  Park  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Go.  (Mieh<  D-947,  Jan.  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Highland  Park  &  R.  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1017,  April  7,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1916D,  250. 
Highway  Comrs.,  Benton  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
id.  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4194,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

421. 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4390,  Jan.  6,  1016)   P.U.R.1916B, 

421. 
Hilliard  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  678,  Dec.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

580. 
Hill  Logging  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.   (Wash.  Cause  No.  1985,  April 

27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  201. 
flillshpro,  C.  &  B.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  620,  Maroh  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  767. 
Hillsdale  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  783,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  280. 
Hilton  Electric  Light,  Power  ft  Heat  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6166,  Oct. 

5,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
Hines  Bros.  Lumber  Co.,  Re   (N.  O.  April  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F>  986! 
Hingham  Water  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 
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Hiram  Co-op.  CAnning  Asso.  y.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  78,  Juse 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Hisor  ▼.  Coshocton  County  Teleph.  Ca   (Ohio,  No.  601,  Jan.  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  289. 
Hobbg,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diat.  Case  No.  5690,  Sept.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

935. 
Hocking  VaUey  R.  Co.,  Swift  &  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.UJR.1916E,  478. 
Hodgen,  Re    (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-101,   Order  No.  290,  Oct  28,   1916) 

RU.R.1916B,  694. 
Hodges  V.  Capital  Water  Co.    (Idaho,  Case  No.  F~46,  Order  No.  338, 

April  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
Hodgman,  Keene  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  (X.  H.)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Hoffman,  Re  (Hi.  No.  5227,  Ang.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
Holbrook  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  Na  308,  Jan.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  744. 
Holden,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5631,  Sept.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1048. 
Holdridge  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1678,  Feb.  22, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  92. 
Holiday,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
HoUand-St.  Louis  Sugar  Co.  ▼.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-987,  July  6, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  418. 
Holle  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
HoIIenbeck  Heights  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3589,  Application  No. 

2499,  Aug.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916]?,  942. 
Hollis  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5560,  Oct.  5,.  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
Hollywood  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3659,  Application  2550, 

Sept.  23,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
Holmes,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3252,  Application  No.  2143,  Apr.  15, 

1916)   P.U.R1916E,  283. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2439,  Order  No. 

1107,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Holt  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3709,  Case  No.  969, 

Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
Holton,  Re   (Mich.  X-5919,  Oct  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
Home  Park  v.  Yazoo  k  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4313,  May  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Homer  &  C.  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5456,  July  25, 

1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1047. 
Homer  Commercial  Club  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Com- 
plaint No.  313,  July  14,  1910)   P.U.U.1916F,  916. 
Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  258,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  250,  Aug.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916P,  48. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  258,  Aug.  15,  1916)    t.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2851,  App.  No.  637,  Oct.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 

744. 
id.   (Tenn.  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  550. 
id.   (Mich.  T-118,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1945,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.K.J016D,  791. 
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Home  Teleph.  Co.  and  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  724,  Jan. 

21,  1916)    P.U.R1916B,  761. 
HooBier  Slide  Sand  Co.  t.  Chicago,  I.    L.  R.  Co.  .(Ind.  No.  2369,  July 

21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
Hopkins  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6198,  March  16, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
id.  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    (N.  Y.  No.  6198,  March  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  670. 
Hornberger  v.  Buffalo  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5193, 

Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Hottelet  Co.  v.  Chicago  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1029. 
Hovey,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  8307,  Application  No.  2241,  May  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.19i6E,  864. 
Howard  &  M.  Counties,  Consumer's  Electric  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F, 

930. 
Howard  County,  Davis  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Howard  Street  Terminal  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6394,  July  28, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
Howe  V.  Footville  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  June,  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Hubbard,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  §391,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Huddilston  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  69,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  199. 
Hudson  &  Essex  Counties,  Public  Service  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1100. 
Hudson  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  {K.  Y.  Case  No.  1973,  Sept  17,  1915)  P.U.R 

1916D,  262. 
Hudson  Nav.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist  No.  5935,  April  12,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1020. 
id.  V.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5166,  Oct  2^  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 
Hudscin  Teleph.  Co.,  Be  (Ohio,  No,  679,  Apr.  30,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916D, 

257. 
Hudson  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5262,  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1063. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5723,  Nov.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5689,  Sept  20,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F,  992. 
Hueneme,  M.  &  P.  L.  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3166,  Application 
.       No.  2093,  March  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  239. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3166,  Application  No.  2093,  March  17,  1916; 

P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
Hughes,  Re  (III.  No.  4159,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  987. 

id.  V.  Atlas  Co.  (111.  No.  4128,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Huling  V.  Kansas  City    (Mo.  Case  No.  645,  March  24,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916E,  666. 
Humboldt  Re  (lian.  Docket  No.  1154,  Dec.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  974. 
Humboldt  County,  Northern  Iowa  Power  Co.  v.    (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916B, 

692. 
Humboldt  Transit  Co.,  Re   (California  Decision  No.  2797,  Application 

No.  3888,  Sept  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  476. 
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Hunter,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Agent,  No.  5978,  April  28,  19]  6)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1010. 
Huntingburg  Dry  Pressed  Brick  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2066, 

July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916r,  1027. 
Huntingburg  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1934,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  202. 
Huntington,  Re  <Ind.  No.  2299,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  29. 

id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5421,  June  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
Huntington  Light  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ind,  No.  2301,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1055. 
Huron  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-106,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  791. 
Huston  V.  Des  Moines  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa  — ,  156  N.  W.  883)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  8. 
id.  ▼.  Des  Moines  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  156  N.  W.  883)  P.U.R. 

1916D^9. 
id.  V.  Des  Moines  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  166  N.  ^.  888)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  7. 
Hutchison  v.  Chicago  &  t  M.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4201,  May  18,  1916.1 

P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
id.    V.  Chicago  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4201,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  819. 
Hydro  Electric  Co.,  Central  Mfg.  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1055. 
Hynds,  Re   (Wyo.  July  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 

Idaho  Improv.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-103,  Order  No.  303,  Dec.  10, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  733. 

Idaho  Power  O.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-153,  Order  No.  383,  Oct.  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  921. 

id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  211,  Order  No.  378,  Sept.  30,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1027. 
Idso  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-257,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  823. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-257,  May  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  830. 
Illinois  Central  Electric  Co,  Re  (111.  No.  E-409,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R 

i916C,  564. 
Illinois  Commission  ex  rel.  McCowan  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111. 

No.  2783,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  83. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte    (Miss.  No.  4294,  Dec  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  1056. 
id.  Re  (111.  No.  4393,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.   (111.  No.  1^1125,  Dec  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
id.   (111.  T-113,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.   (111.  T-112,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.191CD,  311. 
id.   (111.  T-119,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1936D,  303. 
id.   (111.  No.  4166,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
id.   (111.  No.  4347,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-1081,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-1078,  Nov.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  T-128,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
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lUinoifl  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2438,  Order  No.  1048,  Nov.  16,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 

id.  (111.  No.  1229,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  986. 

id.  (111.  No.  1^239,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916B,  935. 

id.  (111.  No.  4533,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  574. 

id.  (111.  E-380,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 

id.  (111.  No.  4180,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.Ra916D,  316. 

id.  (111.  T-166,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  360. 

id.  (111.  No.  4642,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R1916D,  317. 

id.  (111.  No.  4606,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.RJ916F,  964. 

id.  (111.  No.  3985,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 

id.  (111.  No.  4296,  March  16,  1916)  P.UJIJ9WD,  304. 

id.  (111.  No.  4551,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 

id.  (Ill  No.  T-168,  March  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  360. 

id.   (111.  No.  4808,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  198. 

id.   (111.  No.  4921,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 

id.   (111.  No.  6020,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  198. 

id.   (111.  No.  5047,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  197.' 

id.   (111.  No.  6126,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  198. 

id.   (111.  No.  5268,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  954.  ^ 

id.   (111.  No.  6270,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  985.      "^ 

id.  Amite  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1050.  \ 

id.  V.  Bloomington,  P.  ft  J.  Electric  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  5?,  Box  8, 
Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  91.  \ 

id.  Brown  v.  (IlL)  P.U.R,1916E,  92,  \ 

id.  Butz  V.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1049. 

id.  Central  R.  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  673.  \ 

id.  Cisco  Grain  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072.  \ 

id.  Gillaon  v.    (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 

id.  Herrin  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 

i«L  Highway  Comra.  v.   (III.)  P.UJC.1916B,  42L  \ 

id.  Illinois  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.   Connors  T* 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 

id.  Kankakee  k  U.  Traction  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  563. 

id.  McNutt  V.  (III.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069.  ] 

id.  Olney  v.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916E,  74. 

id.  Rock  Rapids  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 

id.  Springfield  Drain-Tile  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  360. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  304. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  91. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  d^mmission  ex  rel.  Wabash  R.   Co.  ▼. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  910. 

id.  Woodward  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
Illinois  C.  Traction  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  1^1262,  Jan.  19,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  935. 
Illinois  Lines,  Re  (111.  No.  3984,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  312. 

id.   (111.  No.  3987,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
Illinois  Midland  R.   Co.,   State  Public  Utilities  Commission   v.    (111.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
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Illinois  Northern  UtilitieB  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4292,  Nov.  »,  1915)  P.UJL 
1916C,  561. 
id.   (111.  No.  422,  Nov.  3,  1015)  P.U.R.1916B,  843. 
id.   (111.  No.  4221,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  551. 
id.   (111.  No.  4844,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  578. 
id.   (111.  No.  4701,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1002. 
id.   (111.  No.  5195,  July  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1918P,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  6205,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  5496,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  944. 
id.   (111.  No.  5443,  Sept.  28,  1918)   P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
id.   (111.  No.  5571,  Sept.  2S>  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1004. 
id.   (111.  No.  5571,  Sept.  28,  1916 >  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (111.  No.  5589,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1040. 
id.  Belvidere  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916P,  1060. 
Illinois  Public  Service  (>).,  Re   (HI.  No.  4681,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  200. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4676,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  199. 
Illinois  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  T-116,  Nov.  2,  1915)   P.UJt.l916D, 
312. 
id.   (111.  No.  4889,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  74. 
id.   (111.  No.  5167,  Sept.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
id.  Centralia  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 
Illinois  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Connors  v.  Illinois  C. 

R  Co.  (111.  No.  4546,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
Illinois  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5245,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

967. 
Illinois  Traction  Co.,  Lincoln  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916D, 

320. 
lUmo  Hotel  Co.  v.  East  St.  Louis  Light  &  P.  Co.  (III.  No.  4656,  April 
20,  1016)   P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
id.  V.  East  St.  Louis  Light  &  P.  Co.   (111.  No.  4656,  Consolidated 
April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
Imperial  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  287, 

Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1052. 
Imperial  County,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.'  3196,  Application  Nos.  1978 

&  2144,  March  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 
Indiana  &  M.  Electric  Co.  v.  Elkhart   (Ind.  No.  2220,  May  19,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  325. 
id.  South  Bend  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  South  Bend  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
Indiana  Harbor  Belt  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4572,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916C,  754. 
id.    (III.  No.  4572,  Jan.  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  241. 
Indiana  Harbor  Belt  R.  Co.  and  Chicago  River  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No. 

3337,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B;  1063. 
Indiana  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  No.  1970,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1004. 
Indianapolis  &   L.   Traction   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.   2193,   Apr.   14,   1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  305. 
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IndiaiiapoIiB  li^ht  &  Heat  Ck>.,  Be  (Ind.  No.  2063,  Feb.  19,  ldl6)  P.U.B* 
1916C,  767. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2074,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
id.  Central  Box  Ck).  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19J6E,  324. 
Indiana  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1209,  Ma»A  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  176. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1796,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  175. 
Indiana  R.  A  light  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2282,  May  19,  1916)    P:U.R. 
1916E,  269. 
id.   (Ind,  No.  1994,  Dec.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2283,  May  13,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  928. 
Indiana  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1529,  Deo.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 
202. 
id.  Angola  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
id.  Angola  V.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
id.  Angola  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.  Angola  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
id.  Angola  V.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  961. 
id.  Angola  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  909. 
Industrial  Terminal  R.  Ck).,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2832,  Application 

No.  1803,  Oct.  22,  1915)  P.UJIJ916A,  476. 
Inglewood  Water  Co.,  Re    (Cal.   Decision  No.   3167,  Application  No. 
1972,  March  14,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1021. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3157,  Application  No.  1972,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3157,  Application  No.  1972,  March  14,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  238. 
Ingraham,  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  No.  1902,  April  6, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
Inter  Mountain  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2687,  Dec.  10,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
id.  (Neb.  Supplemental  Application  No.  2587,  Feb.  24, 1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  931. 
International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Application  No.  1083,  Authority 

No.  751,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
International  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5342,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  79. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5342,  March  1,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  68. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5060,  Dec  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  3109,  Dec.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  763. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4795,  Jan.  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916C, 

765. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5106,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5342',  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  79. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5826,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6674,  Sept.  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1101. 
id.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5617,  July  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1046. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  DiBt.  No.  6028,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.ldl6F,  998. 
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Int^nnatdmial  B.  Co^  Be  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case. No.  5431,  March  28,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  992. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diat.  Case  No.  5342,  Feb.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

970. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5360,  Feb.  15,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

932. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  Nos.  4795,  5496,  Maj  4, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

42. 
id.  Buffalo  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
id.  V.  Gould  (N.  Y.  Caae  No.  6186,  Sept  29,  1915)  .P.U.R,1916D,  5. 
Interpretation  of  Order,  Re  (Ark.  B-111,  File  HMG-M-10,  Order  No. 

B-181,  March  4,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  309. 
Interstate  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5157,  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  307. 
id.   (111.  No.  5001,  May  4,  1916 >  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
Interstate  Power  Co.  t.  Winneshiek  County  (Iowa,  Pocket  E-168,  Nov* 

3,  1915)  P.U.R,1916B,  692. 
Interstate  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1927,  Dec  24,  1915)  P.UJR. 
1916B,  574. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  2262,  May  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
id.  Jeffrey  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 
id.  Lyons  v.  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  878. 
id.  New  Castle  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
Interurban  R.  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  Cincinnati  (Ohio  Sup.  Ct.  1915,  —  Ohio 

St.  — ,  112  N.  E.  186)  P.U.R.1916F,  998. 
Interurban  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  240. 
Interurban  Traction  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4596,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F. 

964. 
Investigation  &  Suspension,  Re    (Ohio,  Docket  No.  2,  Dec.  13,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916D,  347. 
id.   (Ohio,  Docket  No.  4,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 
Investigation  of  Rates  on  Grain,  Re    (Minn.  April  22,  1916)    P.UJ<. 

191 6D,  325. 
Inyo  Livestock  Asso.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3427,  Application  No.  2254, 
June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3427,  Application  No.  2254,  June  16,  1910) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
Ionia  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No,  4557,  Feb.  24, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  868. 
Iowa  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Iowa,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Iowa  Falls  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Iowa,  Docket  E-184  &  E-191,  March  20, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
id.  V.  Wright  &  F.  (Aunties   (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-194,  April  27, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Iowa  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Carroll  &  A.  Counties  (Iowa,  Docket  No. 

E-210,  July  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Iowa  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Iowa,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
id.   (Iowa,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  692. 

id.  V.  Benton    (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-186,  April  27,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  929. 
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Iowa  Teleph.  Co.,  State  ex  rel.  Shaver  v.   (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Iron  Ridge  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  994. 
Iron  wood  &  B.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-907,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  35. 
Iroquois  Nat.  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  IMst.  Case  No.  6434,  April  11, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6436,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1060. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6435,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1060. 
Isabella  County  Water  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1065,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1043. 
Islands  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  134,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  33 

id.   (Me.  U.  No.  133,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Island  Woolen  Co.  r.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  May  1,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  824. 
Ithaca  Gas  &  E.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5592,  July  31,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6592,  July  31,  1916)    P.UJR.1916F, 

1058. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5456,  Sept.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1049. 
Ithaca  Gaslight  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3485,  Nov.  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  578. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3485,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Ithaca  Traction  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4271,  June  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  43. 

Jackman  v.  Verdi  Lumber  Co.  (Nev.  U-86,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

958. 
Jackson,  Re  (Mich.  X-6187,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.191CE,  94. 
.lackson  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Owen  (Miss.  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Jackson  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.   (Miss.  No.  4277,  Nov. 

4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  325. 
Jackson  Coimty  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  pe  (Ohio  No.  910,  Sept.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1050. 
Jackson  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  4828,  Aug.  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  355. 
Jackson  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2002, 

March  10,  19 J6)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
Jacksonville  R.  &  Light  Co.,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (III.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.,  State  ex  rel.  Burr  v.   (Fla.)    P.U.R.J916E, 

825. 
Jacobs,  Re  (Me.  U-82,  Dec.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Jameson  Elevator  Co.  v.  Missouri  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  1013, 

Cause  No.  2396,  Jan.  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
Jamestown,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2539,  Oct.  6,  191G)  P.U.R.191GF,  1042. 
id.   (X.  Y.  Case  No.  1519,  March  14,  191C)   P.U.R.1916E,  85. 
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JameBtDwn  Lightiog  L  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5522,  Juno 

21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
JimeBtowii,  W.  &  X.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5147,  Nov.  9,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  936. 
Jftlnieson  t.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wig.  April  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Janesrille  Lm^L  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis. 

April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
Ja«p«r  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  478,  July  1,  1910)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1016. 
Jayne  ▼.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Doclcet  No.  177,  Dec.  28, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
Jay  Street  Connecting  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  let  Dist.  Case  No.  2084,  Mar 

25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Jefferson  &  V.  B.  Counties,  Buriia  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Jefferson  Chair  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5226,  Oct.  5, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671, 

Jefferson  County,  Burtis  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 

Jeffrey  v.  Interstate  Public  Service  Co.   (IlL  No.  4230,  Dec.  2,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  805. 
J^nings  County  Teieph.  Co.^  Dupont  &  S.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  v.   (Ind.) 

P.U.R.1916D,  791. 
Jennings  Gas  Co.,  Carmichael  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
Jenson,  Re  (Oal.  Decision  No.  3223,  Application  No.  2141,  April  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  355. 
Jerseyville  v.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.  No.  2741,  May  31, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  324. 

J.  G.  Cherry  Co*  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  G-«95, 

Apr.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
Joaquin  v.  Manila  R.  Co.    (Philippine,  Case  No.  215,  June  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1913F,  1068. 
id.  V.  Manila  R.  Co.    (Philippine,   Case  No.  215,  June  8,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 
id.  V.  Manila  R.   Co.    (Philippine,   Case  No.  215,   June  8,   1916) 

P.U.R.  1916F,  993. 
Jo  Daviess  County  Mut.  Teleph,  Co.,  Re   (III.  No.  3450,  Dec.  3,  1915; 

P.U.R.19i6C,  102. 
id.   (111.  No.  3450,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  199. 
Joest  V.  Clarendon  &  R.  Packet  Co.  (Ark.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  122  Ark.  353, 

183  S.  W.  759)   P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
Johannsen,  Yuma  Electric  &  Water  Co.  v.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R1916D,  415. 
Johnson  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  21,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1058. 
Johnson  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2553,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
Johnson  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4879,  July  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1015. 
Johnstone-La  Verne  Well  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3394,  Application 

No.  2273,  June  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
Joliet  &  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  I.  Traction  Co.   (111.  No.  3245, 

Nov.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  199. 
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Jones,  Re  (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1739,  Order  No.  168,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1916B,  693. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F^lll,  Order  No.  323,  Feb.  12,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  39. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  4102,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916D,  316. 
id.  V.  Conneraville   Teleph.   Co.    (Iiid.   No.   1179,   Aag.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.  1916E,  1073. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    (Ind.   No.   1179,   Aug.   11,-  1916? 

P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
id.  V.  Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    {Ind.   No.    1179,   Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    (Ind.  No.   1179,  Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F.  1016. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    (Ind.  No.  1179,  Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    (Ind.  No.   1179,   Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.   Co.    (Ind.  No.   1179,  Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
id.  V.   Conneraville  Teleph.  Co.    (Ind.  No.   1179,  Aujf,   11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.  Cummins  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
id.  V.  Tri  County  Light  &  P.  Co.    (111.  No.  8792,  Dec.  2,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  699. 
Jones  k  L.  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-^24,  Order  No.  616,  March  30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  251. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-324,  Order  No.  516,  March  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

284. 
Joseph  &  Bros.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5313,  Nov.  30, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Judge  V.  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-1265,  Dec  31, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Jung  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  A.  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wia.  Jan.  4,  1016 1 

P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.191BB> 

740. 


V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  044,  Nov.  16,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1055. 
id.  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.    (Mo.  Case  No.  644,  Nov.*  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 

Kallman,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5860,  March  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1016D,  345. 
Kankakee  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4450,  April  28, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 

id.  Kankakee  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  353. 
Kankakee  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4429,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.tJ.R.1916B. 

421. 
Kankakee  &  U.  Traction  Co.,  Re    (111.  Cass  No.  4803,  May  18,  1916) 
P.U.R.191CF,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  4475,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
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Kankakee  4  U.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  2310»  Feb.  2y  191«)  ,P.UJi. 
1916F,  921. 
id.  V.  IlMnou  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4a03,  Feb.  24,  Iftlft)  P,U.R.1916C, 
563. 
Kankakee  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4544,  April  20,  1916)    P.U.R. 
19iaF,  9«6. 
id.  V.  Kankakee  (111.  No.  4686,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  353. 
Kankakee  Seneca  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  £-402,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

983. 
Kankakee  Tile  A  Briek  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4942,  May  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  984. 
Kanona  &  P.  R.  C^o.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5847,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

344. 
Kansas  City,  Huling  w.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  666. 

Kansas  City,  C.  C.  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.,  Chestnut  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R1916F, 
1080. 
id.  Larsen  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Nos.  2379-2381,  2383-2387,  2390- 
2395,   2400,   2409,  Order   No.   1980,  March   15,   1916)    P.U.R. 
1916D,  323. 
id.   (La.  Ex   parte   No.  2493,  Order  No.   1978,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.   (La.  Order  No.  2048,  No.  2568,  Oct.   17,   1916)    P.tJ.R.19i6F, 

1066. 
id.  Caddo  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.  Hampton  Stave  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  951. 
id.  Railroad  Commission  v.    (La.)   P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.  Ransdell  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  Werner  Sawmill  Co.  v.  (Mo.  App.)  P.U.R.1916F,  150. 
id.  Wilson  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
Kansas  City  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1149,  Dec.  21,  1915; 

P.U.R.1916B,  576. 
Kansas  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Case  No.  4604,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  922. 
Kathan,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5437,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

913. 
Kaufman  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  330. 
K.  C.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Application  No.  26,  Cor.  Authority  No. 

13,  Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
Kearney  v.  Boston  Elev.  R,  Co.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  No.  3313,  July  33,  1916) 
'  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 
id.  V.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  No.  1313)  P,U.R.1916F, 

1079. 
id.  V.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  448,  Feb.  16, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  823. 
Kearney  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Xeb.  Application  No.  2774,  Aug.  12,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
Kearney  Water  &  Electric  Power  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2635, 

Apr.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  250. 
Kearny  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (New  Jersey  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.11)16A,  25. 
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Keele  v.  SuUivan  County  R.  Co.  (N,  H.  IK-308,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  990. 
id.  Sullivan  County  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R,191«P,  949. 
Keene  Development  Co.  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co,   (N.  H.  D-264,  Dec.  2, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
Keene  Gas  &  £.  Co.  v.  Hodgman   (N.  H.  D>248,  Order  No.  491,  Dec. 

27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Keeseville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (K.  Y.  Case  No.  5048,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  289. 
Kell,  Re  (Ariz.  Informal  Docket  No.  14«,  May  8,  191«)   P.U.R.1916E^ 

275. 
Kelley  v.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3523,  Case  No. 

933,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
Kellogg  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.Jfo.  45,  Nov.  18, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
Kelly  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1074. 
Kennebec  Farm  &  City  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U.  No.  69,  Nov.  30,  1915} 

P.U.R.1916B,  575. 
Kennebec  Water  Dist  Re  (Me.  U-No.  90,  Dec.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1016C, 

104. 
Keritaedy,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1823,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  1072. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1823.  Pec.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1915B,  1061. 
Kenosha  v.  Chicago  k  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R 

1916B,  426. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19,  1916)   P.UJl.ldl6E, 

89. 
Kent  V.  Chicago,  I.  A  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1774,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  673. 
id.  V.  New  York  A  Q.  Electric  Light  A  P.  Co.  (N,  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case 

No.  2122,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Kenyon  Lumber  Ca  v.  Delaware  A  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5157,  Sept.  1, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

Keokuk  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6208,  June,  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 
324. 
id.   (Dl.  E-894,  March  10,  1016)  P.U.R.1916C,  664. 
Kerman  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2859,  App.  No.  1808,  Oct.  30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  745. 

Kermit  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  708,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
Kessler  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1782,  Sept.  13, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 

Kewanna,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2331,  June  16,  1916)  P.U,R.1916E,  93. 
Kewaunee,  G.  B.  A  W.  R.  Co.,  Seyk  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Keyser,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5657,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P, 

914. 
Kiechkefer  Box  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  March  29, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  202. 

Kiff,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6480,  April  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
913. 
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Kift  Mill  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  It.  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  394, 

Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916B,  700. 
Kilin  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  698. 
Kinderhook  Switchboard  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4388,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191CF,  961. 
id.   (111.  No.  4388,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.i916F,  1015. 
Kings  County  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2013,  May  25, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  39. 
Kingston,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5329,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  85. 
Kingston  Consol.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  1069,  April  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  40. 
Kinley  v.  Barnsdall  Oil  Co.    (Okla.  Cause  No.  2351,  Order  No.  991, 

Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
Kinloch  Long  Distance  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3999,  March  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  242. 
id.   (Ill,  No.  5398,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  967. 
Kinloch  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4000,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D. 

242. 
Kinum,  Re  (Vt.  No.  462,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Kirby,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1880,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Kirklin  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1950,  Jan.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B, 

674. 
Klamath  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3187,  Application 

No.  2065,  March  25,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  276. 
Klauck  V.  Rivera    (Philippine,  Case  No.  227,  June,  9,  1916)    P.U.R, 

191 6F,  1059. 
Kling  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1688,  Feb.  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  92. 
Klopp  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (  1916,  —  Iowa,  — ,  157  N.  W.  230) 

P.U.R.1916E,  100. 
Kneeland-McLurg  Lumber  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 

(Wis.  Nov.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
id.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Oct.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1910F,  1029. 
Kneirr  v.  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3053,  Case  No.  893,  Jan.  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1910B,  1059. 
Knight  V.  Tyler  (Okla.  Order  No.  984,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  975. 
Knightstown  Water  &  Light  Plant,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1851,  Dec.  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.iai6B,  733. 
Krenzer  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6216,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Kugler,  Re  (111.  No.  1343,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  622. 
Kundtz  Co.  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  776,  May  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  200. 
K^ylar  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.    (Okla.  Cause  No.  2478,  Order  No. 

1093,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1002. 

Lackawanna  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4869,  Jan.  25, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  67. 
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Lackawanna  Bridge  Co.  t.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5270, 

Oct.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Laclede  Gaslight  Co.,  Scalzo  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1004. 
La  Compania  General  De  Tabacos  de  Filipinas,  Fuller  v.  (Philippine) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
La  Crosse  v.  Wisconsin  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis  Sept.  15,  1016)  P.U.R 
191CF,  1085. 
id.  V.  Wisconsin  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.  Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1085. 
La  Croflse  Interurban  Teleph.  Ca,  Re  (Wis.  Sept.    30,    1916)    PiU  R 
191  OF,  978. 
id.   (WMs.  Sept.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,'l018. 
id.   (Wis.  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.  938. 
Ladysmith  Municipal  Waterworks,  Re    (Wis.  June  15,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916E,  617. 
id.   (Wis.  June  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624, 
.  id.   (Wis.  June  15,  1916)   P.U.R.3916E,  627. 
Id.   (Wis.  June  15.  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
id.   (Wis.  June  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
id.   (Wis.  June  15,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  909. 
La  Farge  Teleph.  Co.,  Bell  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B, 

76a 
La  Grange,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2204,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1023. 
La  Habra  Domestic  Water  Co.,  Re  (CW.  Dec.  No.  3017,  App.  No.  1866, 
Dec.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  102. 
id.   (Cal.   Dec.  No.  3017,  App.  No.   1856,  Dec.   30,   1915)    P.U.R 
1916B,  732. 
La  Harpe  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4675,  March  23,  1916) 

P.U.R  1916D,  200. 
Lake,  Re  (Mich.  X-822,  April,  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
Lake  Erie  &  Ft.  W.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  1089,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

361. 
Lake  Erie  k  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-144,  Dec.  0,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  360. 
id.   (111.  No.  4729,  Apr.  6,  1916)  P.UJ1.1910D,  319. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2141,  March  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  198. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2080,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.UJ1.19I6E,  626. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-368,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 
id.   (111.  E-352,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  563. 
id.  Cameron  y.  (111.)  P,U.R.1916B,  1060. 
id.  Davis  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 

id.    V.  Gable  (Ind.  No.  2287,  Juno  9,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  75. 
id.  Gresham  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.  Meyer  &  Co.  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  198. 

id.  National  Freight  &  Exp.  Audit  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
id.  V.  Peoria,  B.  &  C.  Traction  Co.   (111.  No.  819,  March  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.191^,  91. 
id.  Sprang  Clay  ProducU  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
id.  Washington  v.   (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916E,  04. 
Lake  Flat  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Crossen  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  289. 
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Lake  Forest  Water  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5185,  July  20,  1916)  P.UJia916F, 

925. 
id. (111.  No.  5469,  Oct.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
Lake  Placid,  Re  (X.  Y.  Case  No.  5258,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  697. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (C«iio,  No.  425,  Nov.  12,  1915)   P.U.R 

1916B,  579. 
Lake  Shore  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  822,  May  1,  1016)   P.U.R. 

•      1916D,  258. 
Lake  Superior  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-976,  Vec.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

577. 
id.   (M5ch.  D^976,  Jan.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  577. 
Lake  Tahoe  R.  &  Transp.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2922,  App.  No.  1955, 

Nov.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  745 
Lake  Transit  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.  R.  R  Com.  Docket  No. 

1064,  Sept.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  669. 
Lancaster,  Re  (Wis.  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  305. 

id.  V.  Lancaster  Light  &  P.  Co.  (R.  I.  July  24,  1916)  P.U.R.191CE, 

1050. 
Lancaster  &  M.  Turnp.  Road  Co.,  Lancaster  Automobile  Club  v.   (Pa.) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  1087. 
Lancaster  &  Y.  Furnace  Street  R.  Co,  Sensenig  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R1916F, 

1101. 
Lancaater  Automobile  Club  v.  Lancaster  &  M.  Turnp.  Road  Co.   (Pa. 

Complaint  Docket  No.  435,  1915,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1087. 
id.  V.  Manor  Turnp.  Road  Co.    (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  546, 

July  15,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  901. 
Lancaster  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Lancaster  v.  (R.  I.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050, 
Lane  v.  Tuckerton  Water  Co.  (N.  J.  June  15,  1915)  P.U.R1916E,  456. 
Langham  v.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4617,  June  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
Lansing,  Re  (Mich.  No.  6050,  Nov.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
Lansing  Fuel  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-543,  Feb.  25,  1910)  P.U.R.1916C, 

761. 
id.   (Mich.  D-543,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
Laona  k  N.  R.  Co.,  Connor  Lumber  &  Veneer  Co.  v.    (Wis.)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  358. 
Laporte,  Laporte  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R1916F,  1054. 
Laporte  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Laporte  (Ind.  No.  1901,  Nov.  13,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1054. 
La  Rica  Water  Co.,  Cummings  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R,1916D,  415. 
id.  Cummings  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R1916E,  621. 
id.  Cummings  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
Larimore,  Re  (111.  No.  5027,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R1916P.  943. 
Larsen  v.  Kanaas  City,  C.  C.  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Ose  No.  622,  Feb. 

1,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1080. 
Larson  Telq)h.  Co.,  Poseett  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1910F,  1087. 
La  Rue  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R  Co.  (Ohio,  Na  768,  Oct.  27,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  1070. 
Lassiter  &  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  July  27,  1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 
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Laton  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  <Cal.  Decision  No.  3654,  Ap^ication  No.  2512, 
Sept.  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3126,  Application  No.  2094,  Feb.  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  961. 
Lawndale  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3346,  Application 

Nos.  370,  426,  M^ay  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  20. 
Lawrence  Park  Heat,  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3369, 

Oct.  26,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Lawrenceville  v.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.  No.  2681,  Dec. 

23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  805. 
Layman  Farmers  Tcleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  956,  Oct.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  971. 
Lay  ton  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3571,  Nor.  18,  1915)  P.UJR.1916C,  102. 
Lebanon  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  158. 
Le  Blanc,  New  Orleans  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  805. 
Ledner  y.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.    (Wis.  June  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Lee,  Ex  parte  (Cal.  1915,  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  153  Pac.  992)  P.U.R.1916D, 
6,  8. 
id.  V.  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  A-2205,  Dec 
31,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Leggett  V.  Bear  Gulch  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  419,  Nor.  23,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  732. 
id.  V.  Bear  Gulch  Water  Co.   (Cal.  Case  No    419)    P.U.R.1916D, 
805. 
Lehigh-BufTalo  Terminal  R.  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No   4885, 

Dec.  31,  1915)  PU,R.1916C,  768. 
Lehigh  Valley  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5636,  Sept.  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  332. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6634,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.19ieD,  381. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5647,  Sept.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6801,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  840. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6802,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.I916D,  340. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5889,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6899,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1918D,  364. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5624,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U  R.1916D,  331. 
id,   (N.  Y.  No.  5651,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R1916D,  333. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5689,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5773,  Dec.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5877,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5851,  Feb.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  344. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5806,  Jan.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5732,  Nov.  17,  1916)  P.UR.1916D,  338. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5725,  Nov.  4,  1915)  P.LI.R.1916D,  337. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5711,  Oct.  20,  1935)  P.U.R.1916D,  836. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No   5751,  Dec.  2.  1916)  P.U.R  3D16D,  304. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6160,  Aug.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1016F,  1011. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6597,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  44. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6205,  Sept.  14,  1016)   P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 
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Lehigh  VaUey  Co.,  AtweU  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Dold  Packing  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id,  Groton  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.  Harter  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1053 
id.  Jayne  v.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
id.  Lackawanna  v.  .(N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916E,  07. 
id.  Lake  Transit  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  669. 
id.  Loomis  v.  (U.  8.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.191CE,  195. 
id   Mahanoy  Businesg  Men's  Asso.  v.  (X.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
id.  Retsof  Min.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Leland,  Re  (111.  T-163,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  360. 
Lenawee  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  T-UO,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R 

19ieD,  791. 
Lennon  ▼.  Bayside  Lumber  Co    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3344,  Case  No.  921^ 
May  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
id.  ▼.  Bayside  Lumber  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3344,  Case  No.  921, 
May  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Lenox  Addition  v.  Hcl^a  Li^^ht  &  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  544,  July 

7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 
Leonard  Springs  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2344,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  30. 
Leotonia  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  797,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
946 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  797,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 
Lerdo  Land  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3205,    Application   No.    1943, 

March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  283. 
Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R  R  No.  170,  July  11, 1916) 
P.U.R1916F,  1099. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  133.1,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
id.   (Me.  R  R.  No.  127,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Lewiston  Water  Commission,  Re   (Me.  U-135,  May  22,  1916)    P.U.R 

1916E,  624. 
Libby,  McNeill,  &  Libby  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5286, 

Nov.  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Liberty  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6144,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  925. 
Liberty  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2298,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
325. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2085,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1910C,  757. 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1317,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1004. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2354,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
Limestone  Rural  Teleph.  v.  Best  (Okla.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Okla.  —,  155 

Pac.  901)  P.U.R.1916F,  979. 
Lincoln  Electric  Co.  v.  Lincoln  R.  &  Heating  Co.    (111.  Nos.  4357  & 

4439,  Consolidated,  April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  .3i33. 
Lincoln  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2727,  May  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  251. 
Lincoln  K.  &  Heating  Co.,  Lincoln  Electric  Co.  y.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F, 
353. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp.  fill^OO^. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 45. 


Digitized  by 


Qoo^Qi 


70i  CASES  ABSTRACTED. 

Lincoln  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Illinois  Traction  Co.  (III.  No.  4507,  April 

12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2591,  Dec.  14,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916C,  158. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  2609,  Jan.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  762. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2560,  Nov.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  158. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2761,  May  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  794 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2760,  May  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2769,  May  25,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2758.  May  25,  1916)    P.U.R.1016D,  791. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2770,  June  1,  1916,  P.U.R.IOKJD,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2769,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2768,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794, 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2767,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2264,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  292. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2596,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  579. 
id.    (Neb.  Application  No.  2762,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1U16D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2597,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2612,  Feb.  23,  1016)    P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
Lincoln  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N^b.  App.  No.  2573,  Nov.  30,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  158. 
Lincoln  Traction  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2554,  Nov.  16,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2602,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2525,  Nov.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2369,  Nov.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2262,  Dec.  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2262,  Dec.  31,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2630,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1080 
Lincoln  Water  &  Light  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4519,  Jan.  6,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916B,  733. 
id.   (111.  No.  5341,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
id.   (111.  No.  4519,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  199. 
Lindsay  Bros.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  202. 
Lindsay  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3602.  Appli- 
cation No.  2324,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
Lindsay  Land  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
Linwood  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  T-119,  May  11,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

279. 
Litchfield,  State  ex  rel.  Randall  v.  (Kan.)   P.tJ.R.1916D,  886. 
Little  Miami  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1910C,  765. 
Little  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  510,  File  No.  T-134,  March 

24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  789. 
Little  Traverse,  Re  (Mich.  X-5998,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Live  Stock  Commission   Firms  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (Okla. 
Casc  No.  2543,  Order  No.  1069,  July  29,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1067. 
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Livingston  v.  New  york  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5299,  Feb.  1,  1916'; 

P.r.R.1916E,  64. 
Livingston  Coimty  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  T-lOO,  June  6,  1916) 

P.r.R.lo'lGD,  792. 
Livingston  Manor   Electric   Co.,   Re    (N.   Y.   2d  Dist.   Case  No.  3589, 

Sept.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  689. 
Lobby  T.  San  Diego  Consol.  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2863,  Case 

No.  815,  Oct.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
Lockport,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5066,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  423. 
Lockport  Liglit,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6400,  March  23, 

1916)  P.r.R.1916E,  27L 
I^odi  Teleph.  Exch.,  De  Bower  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Lbgansport  Heating  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.   2317,  July  21,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  31. 
Jjogemann  Bros.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  May  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
Lomira  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

327. 
Lompao  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   ( Cal.  Decision  No.  3204,  Application '  No. 

2068,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  239. 
Long,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3538,  Application  No.  2309,  July  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1090. 
Long  Beach,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3199,  Application  No.  1996,  March 
28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 
id.  V.  Long  Beach  Power  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5478,  Aug 
24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
Long  Beach  Consol.  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2953,  Application  No 
1981,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2198,  Decision  No.  3360,  May  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2198,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  272. 
Long  Beach  Power  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5085,  July  10,  1916  > 
P.U.R.1916F,  1057. 
id.  Long  Beach  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
Long  Island  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1980,  July  9, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  108L 
Long  Island  Gas  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5637,  Sept.  7,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6637,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1048. 
Long  Island  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5164,  Sept.  21, 
1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  540. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5561,  July  11,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1046. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1261,  Oct  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  67. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1262,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  85. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2080,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2082,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  67. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2103,  July  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
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Long  Island  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  Nos.  5510,  2016,  April  25, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1834,  May  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1073. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6047,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5934,  April  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  1848,  March  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1016F, 

992. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1262,  June  15,  1916)   P,U.R.1916F, 

991. 
id.  Medford  Station  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 
id.  Mineola  Park  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 
id.  Northport  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  «67. 
id.  Schwadron  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Shelter  Island  Bd.  of  Trade  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1066. 
id.  Tomlinson  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
id.  Walker  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
Looff,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3520,  Application  No.  2362,  July  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
Loomis  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  240  U.  8,  43,  60 

L  ed.  517,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  228)   P.U.R.1916E,  195. 
Loomis  &  B.  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

5188,  Sept.  29,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
Loraine  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4329,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  924. 
Lord  &  B.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5295,  Nov.  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Lordship  Park  Asso.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1926,  May  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1095. 
id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1982,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Loree  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
Los  Angeles,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  2277,  Decision  No.  3447,  June 
19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  954. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2960,  Application  No.  1424,  Dec.  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3336,  Application  No.  2264,  May  13,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
Los  Angeles  &  S.  D.  Beach  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3090,  App.  No. 
1240,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  750. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3052,  App.  No.  1240,  Jan.  21, 1916)  P.UJ^.1916C, 

749. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  8276,  Application  Nos.  2069,  2164,  2180,  April 
21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  19. 
Los  Angeles  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2782,  Application  No.  1716. 

Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
Los  Angeles  Gas  &  E.  Corp.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2846,  App.  No.  1881, 
Oct.  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  103. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3471,  Application  No.  2352,  June  29,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
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Los  Angdes  R.  Co^  QreenshieldB  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Lo8  BanoB  v.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.   (CaL  Decision  No. 
2090,  Case  No.  822,  Dec.  22,  1935)  P.U.R.1916F,  1021. 
id.  V.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Case  822)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  175. 
id.  V.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2990, 
Case  No.  822,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
,    id.  V.  West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2900, 
Case  No.  822,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
Los  Gatos  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  a420>  Application  No. 

2a00,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Lott,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  807,  May  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
Lott  &  Geauque,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  808,  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
Louden  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1683,  Jiine  16,  1916)  P.U.R.19161i; 

199. 
Louisiana  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2443,  Order  No.  1945,  Nov.  16,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  1060. 
id.  Calvin  v.   (La.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
id.  Morgan  Sand  &  GraT«l  Co.  r.  (La.)  P.IJ.R.19160,  100. 
luouisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Order  Noe.  2049  &  2569,  Oct.  17,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  987. 
id.  East  Baton  Rouge  v.   (La.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1050. 
id.  Weiland  V.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  64. 
Louisiana  Transp.  Officers  Asso.,  Ex  parte   (La.  No.  2445,  Order  No. 

1952,  Nov.  17,  1936)  P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Louisiana  Western  R.  Co.,  Rayne  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1055, 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  £-354,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  963 
id.   (111.  No.  4357,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.lOieF,  982. 
id.   (111.  E-437,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 
id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  499,  File  No.  3800,  Oct.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

311. 
id.   (111.  No.  4220,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1060. 
id.  V.  United  States   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  227  Fed.  273)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  477. 
id.  V.  United  States   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  227  Fed.  258)   P.UJl. 

1916E,  478. 
id.  V.  United  States   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  227  Fed.  258)   P.UJL 

1916B,  1065. 
id.  V,  United  States   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  227  Fed.  258)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  669. 
id.  Ward  v.   (Ky.)  P.UJt.l916E,  829. 
Love  V.  North  American  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.  1915,  —  C.  C.  A.  — ,  220 

Fed.  103)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 
Low  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  D-325,  i^)ril  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

886, 
Lowery  v.  Luceline  Oil  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2458,  Order  No.  1112,  Aug. 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
Lowrey,  Re  (111.  No.  4263,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  360. 

id.  V.  Skelley-Sankey  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2506,  Order  No.  X053, 
May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
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Lowrey  v.  Skdley-Sankey  Ck>.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2505,  Order  Ko.  1062, 

May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
Lowville  &  B.  River  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5878,  March  22,  1916)  PXT.R. 

1916D,  307. 
Luceline  Oil  Co.,  Lowery  r.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960 
Lucena  Electric  Light,  Ice  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Caae  No.  739, 

Maroh  24,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  326. 
Lucerne  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3712,  Application  No.  2552, 

Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
Luden  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1683,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E. 

194. 
Ludlow  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  £.  L.  Comrs.  March 

20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  247. 
Ludlum  V.  Nassau  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4630,  Aug. 

12,  1915)  T.TJ.R.1916C,  56L 
Lufkin,  H.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4888,  Dee.  30,.  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  416. 
Lundquist  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  April  15, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  869. 
Lusk  V.  Atkinson    (Mo.  Supp.  Ct.  1916,  —  Mo.  — ,  186  S.  W.  703) 

P.U.R.1916F,  151. 
id.  V.  Atkinson    (Mo.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Mo.  — ,  186  S.  W.  703) 

P.U.R.1916F,  153. 
id.  V.  Atkinson  (Mo.  1916,  -*  Mo.  -^  186  S.  W.  703)  P.U.R.1916E, 

478. 
Lute  V.  Terre  Haute,  I.  &  BX  Traction  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1822,  Dec.  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
Lybrand  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  AR-637,  June  9,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916E,  865. 
Lyons  v.  Interstate  Public  Service  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2365,  July  1,  1910) 

P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
id.  V.  Interstate  Public   Service  Co.    (Ind.  July   7,  1016)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  878. 

Macapili  v.  De  Aldecoa  (Philippine,  Case  No.  192,  Oct.  26,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1085. 
McClelland,  Re  (Mich.  X-6324,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  6324,  May  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
id.  V.  Mountain  Home  Co-op.  Irrig.  Co.    (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-75, 

Order  No.  354,  May  31,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
McCowen  &  Co.,  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E, 

199. 
Macedan  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (Wis.  July  10,  1916)  P.U,R.1916F,  1018. 
McFadden,  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  151. 
McGarraugh  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  No.  2495,  July  10, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
McGinley  V.  Aggers   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2540,  Order  No.  1091,  Aug.  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
Id.  V.  Bradstreet   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2547,  Order  No.  1095,  Aug.  23, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
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McCkmegal  v.  Cumberland  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  376,  Sept 

23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  683. 
McGowan  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Burdick  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916P,  980. 
McGuire,  Ralteigh,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Machias  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-125,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  32. 
Mclndoe  Falls  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-330,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  270. 
id.  (N.  H.  D-210,  Order  No.  612,  March  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

270. 
McKeesport  v.  McKeesport  &  R.  P.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  252  Pa. 

142,  97  Atl.  184)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
McKeesport  &  R.  P.  R.  Co.,  McKeesport  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
McKinley  Bros.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3239,  Application  No.  2138,  April 

6,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  972. 
McMinnville  Local  &  Long  Distance  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  & 

Teleg.  Co.   (Or.'u.  F.  131,  June  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
McNeil  V.  Northwestern  P.  R.  Co.    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3188,  Case  No. 

922,  March  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
McNutt  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (Ill,  No.  4752,  July  27.  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1069. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2207,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

949. 
Macon  v.  Atkinson  (Mo.  1915,  —  Mo.  — ,  181  S.  W.  396)  P.U.R.1916E, 

478. 
Macon  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5416,  Sept.  28,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1040. 
Madera  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  App.  729,  Dec.  No.  2696,  Aug.  14,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  671. 
Madison  County  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Case  No.  4403,  Feb.  17,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916C,  562. 
id.   (HI.  No,  4695,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  755. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4404,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
id.   (111.  No.  5545,  Oct.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1042. 
Madison  Local  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-328,  July  10,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1087. 
Madison  Water  Dist.,  Re  (Me.  U-114,  March  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  24(i. 
Magee  v.  Samson    (Philippine,   Case  No.  786,  June  20,   1916)   P:U.E. 

1916F,  1013. 
Mahanoy  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Complaint 

Docket  No.  455,  April  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Mahoning  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  898,  Aug.  10,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F, 

48. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  847,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  44. 
id.  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  793,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
id.  V.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  792,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E, 

98. 
Main,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5404,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  No.  R.  R.  126,  Jan.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C, 

104. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  118,  Dec.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  103. 
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Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  116,  Nov.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.19160, 
103. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  115,  Nov.  23,  1915)  P.U.R1916C,  108. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  112,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  103. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R  No.  30,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  108. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R  131.  1,  Jan.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  104, 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  149,  Apr.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  150,  Apr.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  805. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  141,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  130.  1,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  125.  1,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  103. 

id.  (Me.  R  R.  123,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  104. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  132,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  628. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  134,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  144,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  866. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  152,  April  21,  1916)  P.U.Ri916E,  623. 

id.  (Me.  R  R.  182.  1,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  623. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  169,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  623. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R  157,  May  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1918E,  623. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  125,  Jan.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  305. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  140,  March  28,  1916)  P.LI.R1916D,  246. 

id.  (Me.  R  R  177,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 

id.  (Me.  R  R  No.  144,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  988. 

id.  (Me.  Docket  No.  R.  R  27,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 

id.  (Me.  R  R.  No.  207,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R»1916F,  951. 

id.  (Me.  R  R  200.  1,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1009. 

id.  (Me.  R  R  203,  Sept.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  951. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  200,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  961. 

id.  (Me.  No.  A-163,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  939. 

id.  (Me.  R  R.  No.  144,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R  No.  27,  Sept.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 

id.  (Me.  R  R-  159,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1009. 

id.  Androscoggin  Pulp  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  199. 

id.  Figher  &  Sons  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R1916E,  199. 

id.  V.  Guildhall   (Vt.  No.  445,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  88. 

id.  Hall  V.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R1910B,  1058. 

id.  Hiram  Co-op.  Canning  As86.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R1916E,  199. 

id   Mason  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 

id.  Rockland  &  R  Lime  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R1916E,  199. 

id.  Saco  Valley  (>nning  Co.  v.  (Me.  ) P.U.R.1916B,  673. 

id.  Sampson  v.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1916C,  100. 

id.  Stanley  &  .Sons  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Waldron  &  Son  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Wilson  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.191GF,  1028. 
Maine  Last  Block  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  68,  May 

8,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  199. 
Malone  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  5831,  Dec.  7. 
1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3973,  Sept.  14,  1915)   P.U.R1916A, 
540. 
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MuiobetUr  t.  Boston  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  D-270,  Dee.  17, 1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  422. 
Manchester  Traction,  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  Order  No.  484,  Dec.  3, 

1915)  P.U.R.1016A,  480. 

id.  (N.  H.  Order  No.  484,  Dec.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  970. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-Sai.'May  19,  1916)  P.U.R.19ieF,  1065. 
Manewal  Banking  Co.  v.  East  St.  Louia  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (IlL  No.  4742, 
Consolidated  April  20,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  190. 
id.  v.  East  St.  Louis  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (Ul.  No.  4742,  AprU  20,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916E,  616. 
id.  T.  East  St.  Louis  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (111.  No.  4692,  April  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  361. 
Manhattan,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1112,  Sept.  21,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F, 

978. 
Manhattan  Bridge  Three  Cent  Line  v.  Brooklyn  ft  N.  River  R.  Co.  (N. 

Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2063,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
Manila  Electric  R.  ft  Li^t  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  224,  Dec.  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 

id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  228,  March  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  1082. 

id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  224,  Dec.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 

id.  Municipal  Council  v.  (PhiUppine)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 

id.  Robertson  t.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.lOieP,  999. 
Bfanila  Gas  Corp.,  Watson  ft  Watson  v.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916B,  701. 
Manila  R.  Co.,  Re  (PhiHppine,  Case,  No.  312,  Nov.  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916C,  101. 

id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  621,  Nov.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1910C,  101. 

id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  320,  Dec.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

id.  (Cal.  Case  No.  319,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1063. 

id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  621,  Nov.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 

id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  784,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 

id.   (Philippine,  Case  No   792,  July  13,  1916)  P.UJtJ916F,  48. 

id.  Aguirre  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916F,  962. 

id.  Apacible  v.   (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 

id.  Calihuyo  Co.  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916E,  823. 

id.  Hamilton  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 

id.  Joaquin  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 

id.  Joaquin  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.lOldF,  993. 

id.  Municipal  Council  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 

id.  Ordoveza  v.  (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916F,  998. 

id.  Tampanga  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
Manistique  ft  L.  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1067,  Sept.  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F;  1044. 
Manistique  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-617,  March  4,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  761. 
Hannville  Teleph.  Co.,  Riethus  v.  (Wis.)   P.UJ1.1916E,  291. 
Manor  Tump.  Road  Co.,  Lancaster  Automobile  Club  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  961. 
Mansfield  Public  Utility  ft  Service  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  642,  Nov.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  482. 
Manufacturers'  Traffic  Agency  v.  Atchinson,  T.  &  S.  F.  K.  Co.  (111.  No. 
4056,  March  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  197. 
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Marianna  IVkph.  Exdi.,  Re  (FU.  Order  No.  sid,  ViU  No.  T~16Q»  Aug. 

30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  958. 
MariB  County  Electric  R.  Co.,  Rfe  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3207,  Application 

No.  947,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  289. 
Marine  Electric  Service  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4827,  July  28,  1016)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  926. 
Marinette  &  M.  Box  Co.  v.  CMcago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  15, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  675. 

Marlon  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  575. 

Marion  Light  &  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2325,  Aug.  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  996. 
Marion  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  856,  June  1, 1916)  P.UJI.1916F,  45. 
Markesan,  Re  (Wis.  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1004. 
Market  Street  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  1993,  consolidated  in 

Decision  No.  2967,  Dec.  11^  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  236. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2967,  Applioation  No.  1993,  Dec.  11,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  240. 
Marlboro  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-342,  July  27, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  945. 

Marquette  County,  Re  (Mich.  X-5W8,  Sept.  30,  1915)  P.U.B.1916A,  21. 
Marquette   County   Gas      E.   Co.,   Re    (Mich.   D-304,   Not.   11,   1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  479. 

id.   (Mich.  D-304,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  249. 
Marseilles  t.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4248,  Feb.  17,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 

id.  V.  Dickinson  (111.  No.  4248,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E.  819. 
Marshall  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  268,  July 
5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
•■  id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nob.  293,  455  and  533,  decided 
Nov.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1016F,  1031. 

id.  v.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  298,  455,  and  533,  Nov. 
27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  940. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  293,  455,  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1915,  rehearing  finally  denied  Feb.  28,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  203,  455,  and  533,  decided 
Nov.  27,  1915,  rehearing  finally  denied  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 
191«F,  1007. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Noe.  293,  455  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1915,  rehearing  finally  denied  Feb.  23,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  293,  455  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1915,  rehearing  finally  denied  Feb.  23,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Ck>.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  293,  455  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1307. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gaa  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  293,  455  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 

id.  V.  St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.  (Mo.  Cases  Nos.  293,  455  and  533,  de- 
cided Nov.  27,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
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Marsliall  k  E.  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4867,  Nov.  29,  19X5) 
P.U.R.191CD,  350. 
id.   (Tex.  Cimilitr  No.  4868,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.19iaD,  350. 
Marsland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2639,  Feb.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
Martinez  &  C.  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3419,  Appli- 
cation No.  2125,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Martinsville  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1925,  Dec.  3,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916D,  201. 
id.  Goss  Stave  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
Marty  &  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  4379,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  698. 
Mascoma  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-312,  Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  276. 
Mason,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5441,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  257. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6441,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.Ra916E,  270. 
id.  V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  62,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
199. 
Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St^  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 

(Wis.  Nov.  26, 1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674- 
MasonHawpe  Elevator  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5625,  Oct.  12,  1916)   P.U.R, 

1916F,  928. 
Massac  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5033,  July  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.191frF,  28. 
Massillon  Electric  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  885,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1050. 
MathervUle  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5338,  July  20^  1916)   P.U.R 
1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  5338,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.    (111.  No   5340,  Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  995. 
Mathieson,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3629,  Application  No.  2330,  July  20» 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  019. 
Mattawankeag  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  93,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  27. 
Matthews,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5468,  April  6,  19W)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1056. 
Mattoon,  Re  (111.  No.  4652,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
Mauntler  Bros.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  635,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  635,  May  4,  1910)  P.U.R.1910F,  1107. 
Mauston  Electric  Service  Co.,  Farmers*  Inter-County  Mut.  Teleph*  Co. 

v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  750. 
Maxwell  &  C.  Mule  Co.  v.  East  St.  Louis  Light  &  P.  Co.  (111.  Noe.  4872, 
4873,  4874,  4985,  6002,  5003,  5004,  5005,  5006  and  5061,  con- 
solidated, July  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
Mayview  Farmers*  Union  No.  4  v.  Worum   (Wash.  No.  684,  Sept.  14, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
id.  V.  Worum  (Wash.  No.  084,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  950. 
id.  V.  Worum  (Wash.  No.  684,  Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
id.  V.  Worum  (W^ash.  No.  684,  Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R1916F,  1034. 
id.  V.  Wcrum  (Wash.  No.  684,  Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
Mayville  Fuel  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  30,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
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May  wood  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5026, 

Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
Meacham  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4127, 

March  10,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1071. 
Medford  Station  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4617,  Dec.  7, 

1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 
Meech  v.  Boston  St  M.  R.  Co.  (Vt.  No.  263,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

824. 
Melcher  v.  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  654,  April 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  923. 
Memphis  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Cumberland  Teleph.  A  Tel^.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A. 

1916,  231  Fed.  835)   P.U.R.  1916E,  306. 
Menard  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4227,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.UJL 

1916C,  764. 
id.   (111.  No.  4227,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  277. 
id.  (111.  No.  4227,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R1916B,  240. 
Mendon  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ul.  No.  4747,  March  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  243. 
id.   (111.  No.  4747,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
Mendoza,  Re   (Philippine,  Case  No.  751,  May  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Menge  Bros.  S.  B.  I^ne,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  407,  File  No.  3620,  Sept.  28, 

1915)  P.U.R1916F,  1012. 
Merced  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  N6.  3113,  Application  No  1428,  Feb. 

21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  71. 
Merchants'  &  Mfrs.  Traffic  Asso.  v.  United  States  (U.  8.  Dist.  Ct.  1915, 

231  Fed.  292)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
id.  V.  United  States  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  231  Fed.  292)   P.UJL 

1916F,  980. 
Merchant's  Exch.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  4036,  May  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  993. 
Merchants*  Heat  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2015,  Jan  14,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916B,  674. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2276,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
id.  Buchanan  V.   (Ind.)  P.U.R1916E,  878. 
Menill  Candy  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Tex.  April  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  368. 
Merrill,  Springer  (3o.,  Re  (Me.  U.  No.  104,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E^ 

270. 
Metamora,  Re  (Mich.  X^5912,  Oct.  4,  191. 5)  P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
Metamora  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  834,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

280. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  825,  May  22,  1016)  P.U.R1916F,  46. 
Metered  Service  for  Electric  Consumption,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  250, 

Nov.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.,  Oak  Park  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

682. 
Mexico  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  C^se  No.  5583,  July  5,  1916) 
.P.U.R.1916F,  1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5583,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
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Meyer,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2668,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
Meyer  &  Co.  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2132,  March  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  198. 
Meyer  Hydro-Electric  Power  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2712,  April 

17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Miami,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  305,  Jan.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  419. 
Miami  Electric  &  P.  Co.,  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1062. 
id.  Miami  Free  Press  v.   (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Miami  Free  Press  v.  Miami  Electric  &  P.  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  298^ 

March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1052. 
Miami    Townsite   Co.,    Arizona   Corp.    Commission    v.    (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  290. 
Michaels,  Englehart  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916F,  949. 

Michaiek  v.  Cedar  Rapids  &  I.  C.  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa, 
— ,  156  N.  W.  606)   P.IT.R.1916E,  64. 
id.  V.  Cedar  Rapids  &  I.  C.  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Iowa,  1915,  —  Iowa, 
— ,  155  N.  Y.  606)  P.U.R.1916E,  100. 
Michigan  A.  L.  R.  Co.  Re  (Mich.  X-6069,  June  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

97. 
Michigan  C.  &  D.  Connecting  Railroads,  Re   (Mich.  X-5467,  Nov.  16, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
Michigan  Central,  Re  (Mich.  X-1376,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D^973,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  479^ 
id.   (111.  No  4322,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916 A,  477. 
id.    (Mich.  X-943,  Sept.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5978,  Oct.  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5936,  Oct.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  25. 
id.   (Mich.  X-723,  Dec.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1376,  Dec.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
id.   (Mich.  X-723,  March  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  95. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1368,  April  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  96. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6150,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P,U.R.1916E,  76. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6150,  Feb.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.  1916E,  93. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6671,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5671,  Feb.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  95. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1444,  April  4,  1916)   P.U.R  1916E,  96. 
id.   (111.  No.  4496,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  317. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1070,  Sept.  27,  1916)   P.U.U.1916F,  1044. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6022,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.Ra916F,  352. 
id    (Ind.  No.  2463,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.J916F,  1027- 
id.  (111.  No.  5009,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
id.  Green  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 

id.  Rochester  Sand  &  Brick  Co.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
id.  Sterling  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.   (Mich.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
Michigan  Dock  &  Transfer  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1015,  March  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  249. 
Michigan  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-763,  Jan.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1043. 
Michigan  Paper  Mills  TraflSc  Asso.  v.  Morris   (Mich.  D-930,  April  30, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
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Michigan  R.  Commission,  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  ▼.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  479. 
Michigan  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-581,  Feb.  10,  19i6)  P.U.R.1916C,  760. 
id.    (Mich.'  X-5535,  April  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  9d9. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6655,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
Michigan  State  Millers'  Asso.  v.  Collyer  (Mich.)  D-910,  Jan  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
Michigan  State  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  T-102,  June  2,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  792. 
Michigan  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-672,  Nov.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A, 
479. 
id.   (Mich.  D-672,  Nov.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
Michigan  United  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6110,  Dec.  21,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  425. 
Mid-Co.  Petroleum  Co.,  York  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
Middleburgh  &  S.  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  5121, 

Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  578. 
Middleburgh  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5516,  April  27, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  42. 
Middletown  v.  Erie  R.Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5354,  Feb.  24, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
id.  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5354,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
940. 
Middletown  &  U.  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  5645,  Sept.  18,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  332. 
Middletown  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  695,  Nov.  29,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916A,  481. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  795,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  796,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,.946. 
Midland,  Re  (Mich.  X-5731,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  26. 
Midland  Counties  Public  Service  Corp.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2988,  App. 
No.  2002,  Dec.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  747. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2085,  Decision  No.  3168,  March  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  238. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3526,  Application  No.  2404,  July  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.irrl6F,  1035. 
id.  V.  Santa  Maria  Gas  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  747,  Consolidated 
in  Decision  No.  3230,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  239. 
Midland  Warehouse  &  Transfer  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5418-D,  Oct.  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1910F,  1019. 
id.    (111.  No.  4192,  Dec.  2,  1^15)  P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
Midway  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2636,  Apr.  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  251. 
Milburn  &  A.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  1849,  Nov.  30,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2686,  April  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
Milford  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

34. 
Milford  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-262,  Order  No.  535,  May  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
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Milled^vUIe  Mut.  Tekph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4980,  Axxg,  S,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  29. 
Miller  v.  Muskogee  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2431,  Order  No.  1104, 
Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
id.  Y.  Muflicogee  Gas  &  £.  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2431,  Order  No. 

1104,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  997. 
id.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  A  Tel^.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2924,  Case  No. 

873,  Nov.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
id.  r.  Pacific  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2924,  Case 
No.  873,  Nor.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
Miller  &  Donaldson  v.  Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3019, 
Case  No.  381,  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.UJRa916F,  1012. 
id.  v.  Wilmington  Transp.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision.  No.  3019,  Case  No. 
381,  Dec.  31,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1030. 
Millersburg,'  W.  &  O.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  929,  Oct.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  947. 
Milner  &  N.  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-107,  Order  No.  301,  Nov. 

27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1049. 
Mills  V.  Green  River  Waterworks  Co.    (Wyo.  No.  8,  Sept.  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
id.  V,  Green  River  Waterworks  Co.   (Wyo.  No.  8,  Sept.  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
.  id.  V.  Green  River  Waterworks  Co.   (Wyo.  No.  8,  Sept.  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
Millvnie,  Wood  v.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  948. 
Milo  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-119,  April  18,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  240. 
Milton  Weaving  Co.  v.  Northumberland  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Pa.  Sup. 

Ct.  1915,  261  Pa.  79,  96  Atl.  135)  P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  July  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 
i916F,  1084. 
id.  Cudahy  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
id.  Jamieson  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
id.  Ledner  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
id.  Park  Sav.  Bank  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
id.  Residence  Invest.  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
id.  Tower  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  999. 
Milwaukee  Junction   Mfrs.  Asso.,  Re    (Mich.  X-5826,  Feb.  28,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.,  Dretzka  Sons  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  684. 
id.  Steil  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  684. 
Milwaukee  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Mineola  Park  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4489,  Dec.  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 
Mineral  Range  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-712,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  760. 
Minidoka,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  197,  Order  No.  369,  July  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1022. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-129,  Order  No.  337,  AprU  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  920. 

For  Table  of  €fa9ea  Digesied,  see  ante,  pp,  ^71— 694. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


720  CASES  ABS-niACTED. 

Minier  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5429,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1040. 
Minimum  Weight  on  Flue  Lining,  Re   (Ohio,  Nov.  29,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  347. 
Minkler  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3200,  Application  No. 
1429,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3630,  Application  No.  2603,  Sept.  8.  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
Minneapolis,  Re  (Minn.  A-1663,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  4405,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  477. 
id.   (Minn.  Nov.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.  (S.  D.  Order  F-103,  Apr.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
id.   (IlL  T-134,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (lU.  E-340,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
id.  Hanson  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
id.  Stokes  Mill  Co.  v.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  349. 
Minneapolis  Civic  &  Commerce  Asso.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(Minn.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Minn.  — ,  168  N.  W.  817)   P.UJR. 
1916F,  952. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Ck).  (Minn.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Minn. 
— ,  158  N.  W.  817)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.^M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  No.  A-1898>  Feb.  29, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 
id.   (111.  No.  4237,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
id.   (111.  T-117,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id.  Bacon  Co.  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.19i6B,  674. 
id.  Butternut  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
id.  Central  Wisconsin  Supply  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
,       id.  Cooper  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 

id.  Dells  Paper  &  Pulp  Ck).  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
id.  Flambeau  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  676. 
id.  Gebert  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.  1916F,  1074. 
id.  Gunderson  v.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  993. 
id.  BloUev.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
id.  Johnson  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1058. 

id.  Kneeland-McLurg  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
id.  Knecland-McLurg  Lumber  Co.  V.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
id.  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  (Wis.)  P.UJR.1916E,  202. 
id.  Lundquist  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  869. 
id.  Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Ck>.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.19a6B,  674. 
id.  Oshkosh  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  422. 
id.  Peterson  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1063. 
id.  Rib  River  Land  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
id.  Schickertv.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1059. 
id.  Starks  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
id.  Stinnett  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  68. 

id.  V.  Stutsman  (N.  D.  1916,  31  N.  D.  697,  164  N.  W.  654)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  68. 
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Minne«poli8»  St  P.    S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Stvisman  (N.  0.  1915,  31  If. 
D.  697,  154  N.  W.  664)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 
id.  V.  StutMnan  (N.  D.  1916,  31  N.  D.  697,  154  N.  W.  654)  P.UrR. 

1916E,  63. 
id.  Templeton  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  202. 
id.  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
id.  Westboro  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
id.  Wheeling  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
id.  Williamgon  v.  (Wia.)  P.U.R.1916F,  993. 
id.  Wilson  Co.  v.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  674. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  R.  &  D.  Electric  Traction  Co.|  Re  (Minn.  Nov.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
MinnesoU  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  A-1816,  Nov.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1061. 
Minnesota  Rate  Cases   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1912,  230  U.  S.  362,  67  L.  ed. 
1611,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1161,  83  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  729,  Ann.  Cus. 
1916A,  18)   P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.,  Devine  v.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1916D,  325. 
Minocqua,  Dorwin  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  617. 

Mississippi  R.  Commission  v.  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4001,  May 
3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  826. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (Miss.  No.  4264,  Aug.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4264,  Dec.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 6B,  1056. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4264,  Nov.  4, 1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  959, 
Mississippi  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4290,  Dec.  2,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  561. 
.       id.   (111.  No.  4293,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  661. 
id.   (111.  No.  4289,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  694. 
id.   (111.  No.  4294,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  561. 
id.   (in.  No.  4289,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
id.   (Dl.  No.  5178,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
Mississippi  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111,  No.  4664,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1016. 
id.   (111.  No.  6437,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  968. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  Case  No.  721,  Dec.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  619. 
id.  Jameson  Elevator  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
id.  Waxahachie  v.  (Tex.)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Missouri,  0.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  State   (Okla.  1916,  —  Okla.  — ,  156  Pac. 

1155)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  No.  1123,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.UJl. 
1916B,  1050. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2614,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2617,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2629,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2633,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  361. 
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Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  1360,  Order  No.  1089,  Aug.  17, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
id.  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.  Marshall  v.   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
id.  Sting  y.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
id.  Stockton  Elevator  &  Shipping  Asso.  v.    (Kan.)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1065. 
id.  Stockton  Elerator  &  Shipping  Asso.  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  Superior  Gravel  &  Sand  Co.  v.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.  Woodsworth  &  Co.  v.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.,  Kage  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 

id.  Kage  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916P,  1055. 
Missouri  R.  Co.,  Carter  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.  Carter  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
id.  Carter  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Mitchell  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  CHation  No.  697,  Aug.  14, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
id.  Royalton  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  995. 
Mitchell-Diggins  Iron  Co.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.   (Mich.  D-992,  Feb.  3, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
id.  v.  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-990,  Feb.  3^  1916)  P.U.R 
1916D,  324. 
Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Miss.  No.  4300,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 
1062. 
id.  Re  (Miss.  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
id.   (Miss.  No.  4296,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1051. 
id.   (Miss.  No.  4303,  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.   (111.  E-393,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  564. 
id.   (Tenn.  July  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
id.   (111.  No.  4096,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (111.  E-173,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 
id.   (111.  No.  5074,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  24. 
id.   (111.  E-554,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  968. 
id.  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916D,  325. 
id.  Mississippi  R.  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  825. 
Modesto  &  E.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3327,  Application  No. 
2136,  May  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2874,  Application  No.  1775,  Nov.  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  309. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2704,  Application  No.  1720,  Aug.  20,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  22. 
Modesto  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  2207,  Consolidated  in  De- 
cision No.  3329,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  272. 
Modesto  Gaslight,  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Application  No.  2206,  Con- 
solidated in  Decision  No.  3329,  May  13,  1916)    P.U.R.  1916E, 
272. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2903,  App.  No.  1918,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
747. 
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Modesto  laterurban  R.  Co,,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3328,  Application 

Xo.  2132,  May  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  20. 
Moffatt  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1031,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  85. 
Mohawk  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Caae  No.  2690,  April  27,  1916) 

•  P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
Mohawk  HydroElectric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5184,  Nov.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5237,  Nov.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

970. 
Mohr  Lumber  Co.  v   Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Sept.  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  953. 
Moline  v.  People's  Power  Co.  (III.  Nos.  4904,  4905,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  324. 
id.  V.  People's   Power   Co.    (111.   Nos.   4904,   4905,   June  9,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
Moline  Malleable  Iron  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4400,  Dec.  2,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  982. 
Momence  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5187,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916F, 

26. 
Monmouth  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4360,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  694. 
id.   (Dl.  No.  4360,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
Monon  Crushed  Stone  Co.  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  167,  Feb. 

28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
Monon  Teleph.  System,  Re   (Ind.  Nos.  2143  &  2142,  March  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  278. 
Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2584,  Dec.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  157.  ' 
Montague  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3005,  Case  No.  613, 

Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Montague  Creamery  v.  Wells  F.  &  Co.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2914,  Case  No. 

825,  Nov.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  545. 
Montana  6d.  of  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Great    Northern    R.    Go,    (Mont. 

Docket  No.  530,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
Montebello  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Whittier  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3081,  Case  No.  881,  Feb.  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  290. 
Monterey  v.  Monterey  County  Waterworks  (Cal.  Case  No.  500,  Jan.  25, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  732. 
Monterey  &  P.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3287,  Case  No.  315,  April 

27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3287,  Case  No.  315,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1104. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3287,  Case  Xo.  315,  April  27,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1104. 
Monterey  County  Waterworks,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3059,  Application 

No.  1657,  Jan.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  282. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  950,  Decision  No.  3057,  Jan.  25,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  782. 
id.  Monterey  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916B,  732. 
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Montgomery  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.  1915,  —  C.  C.  A. 

— ,  228  Fed.  616)  P.UJR.1916E,  626. 
Montgomery  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6250,  Dec. 
7,  1915)     P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  5306,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  663. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5250,  Dec.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  762. 
Montgomery  Lumber  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  March  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
Monticello  Teleph.  Co.,  Coffin  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.Ra916E,  305. 
Montour  R.  Co.,  Wilson  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Montpelier  &  B.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  ( Vt.  No.  458,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1910C,  768. 
Montpelier  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2407,  July  21,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  1050. 
Montrose  v.  Consumers  Water  Co.    (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  370, 

1915,  July  15,   1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Moore  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.    (N.  C.  June  16,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1028. 
Moorpark  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3332,  Appli- 
cation No.  2079,  May  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  20. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3332,  Application  No.  2079,  May  13,  1916) 
P.UJR.1916E,  283. 
Moravia  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6145,  Feb. 

9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  254. 
Morehouse,  Re    (Conn.  Docket  No.  2008,  Aug.  3,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1096. 
Morenci  v.  Toledo  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-979,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

660. 
Morgan,  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.   (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916B,  423. 

id.  V.  Saline  Valley  Bank   (Kan.  App.  1896,  4  Kan.  App.  668,  46 
Pac.  61)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
Morgan  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Louisiana  4^  A.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2435, 

Order  No.  1944,  Nov.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  100. 
Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2503,  Order  No.  1998,  May 
23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  354. 
id.  (La.  Order  No.  2038,  No.  2553,  Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1086. 
id.   (La.  No.  2537,  Order  No.  2022,  July  17,  1916)    P.UJa.l916F, 

1085. 
id.   (La.  Order  No.  2034,  No.  2538,  Sept.  14,  1916)    P.U.R.1016F, 

1069. 
id.   (La.  No.  2635,  Order  No.  2019,  July  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

364. 
id.   (La.  No.  2534,  Order  No.  2018,  July  17,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

354. 
id.   (La    Order  No.  2039,  No.  2552,  Sept.  15,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1066. 
id.   (La.  Ex  parte  No.  2272,  Order  No.  1962,  Dec.  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  323. 
id.   (Ta.  No.  2536,  Order  No.  2021,  July  17,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 
827. 
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Morgan's  L.  ft  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2135,  Order  Na  1066,  Jan. 
27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  1051. 
id.  Hair's  BmkkfAi  r.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
Morgantown  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2021,  Jan.  22,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  756. 
Morocco  UtilHies  Co.,  Re  (Tnd.  No.  2292,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

972. 
Morris,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1995,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  322* 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5793,  Jan.  12,  3916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5862,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5648,  Sept.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D^  332. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5728,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  838. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  738,  Feb.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4306,  Feb.  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.191CE,  74. 
id.  V.  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.    (111.  No.  4083,  Nov.  3,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  805. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  810,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.  Michigan  Paper  Mills  Traffic  Asso.  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R,1916D,  324. 
Morrison  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1910,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1016. 
Morris  Transfer  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  Application  No.  2894,  Sept.  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  999. 
Morton,  Re  (Minn.  A-1967,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 
Mosel,  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Moser  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4479,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  819. 
Moulton  Irrig.  Lands  Co.,  Re  (Cal    Decision  No.  3137,  Application  No. 

2086,  Feb.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  886. 
Mound  City  Light  ft   Water  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.   4666,  Feb.   17,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
id.   (111.  No.  4666,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  323. 
id.   (111.  No.  4666,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
id.   (111.  No.  4791,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  175. 
Mountain  Home  Co-op.  Irrig.  Co.,  McClellant  v.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1061. 
Mountain  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Board  of  Trade  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1103. 
Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  Delaware  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  Jan.  11,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
id.  V.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.    (N.  J.  Jan.  11,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  906. 
id.  V.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Jan.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
330. 
Mountain  Light  ft  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No*  3158,  App.  No.  2112, 
March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  786. 
Id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2958,  App.  No.  1940,  Dec.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
746. 
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Mountain  Light  k  Watcfr  Co.,  Be  (Cal.  Deciflion  Ko.  2958,  Applieation 

No.  1940,  Dec.  4,  1915)   P.U.RJ91(JE,  281. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Aril.  Docket  No.  107»  May 
11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  788. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  273,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  788. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  293,  Dec.  3,  1916)  P.U.RJ916E,  29L 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  293,  Dec.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
id.   (AriiL  Docket  No.  274,  May  11,  19^6)  P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
Mountain  Teleph.  Co.,  Chateaugay  k  B.  Exchanges  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  702. 
Mt.  Carmel  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4372,  Dec.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

551. 
Mt.  Crescent  Water  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-337,  Order  No.  650,  July  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916P,  39. 
Mt.  Pleasant  Light  k  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-9B8,  Jan.  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  760. 
Mt.  Sterling  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  865,  June  12, 1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

305. 
Mt.  Tamalpais  &  M.  R  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2944,  Application  No. 
1898,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916P,  353. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2815,  App.  No.  1874,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P;U.R.1916B, 

1049. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2799,  Application  No.  1824,  Sept.  30,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  101. 
Mt.  Vernon,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  254,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  67. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  254,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 
Mt.  Whitney  Power  k  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3342,  Appli- 
cation No.  2252,  May  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
id.   (Cal.  App.  No.  1673,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  923. 
id.  Melcher  v.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916C,  923. 
id.  Rosenthal  v.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916C,  923. 
Mowbray  k  R.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  €.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1992, 

March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Mueller  Grain  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4877,  June  21,  1916)   P.tT.R.1916F,  925. 
Mulberry  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5211,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Mulholland  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  201. 
Mumaw,  Re   (CJal.  Decision  No.  3338,  Application  No.  2165,  May  13, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1022. 
Muncie  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1556,  May  26,  1910)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  30. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2485,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
Muncie  Stone  k  Lime  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2362,  June  9,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  987. 
Mundy  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1064,  Sept.  14,  1916)    P.U.R.lOldF, 

1044. 
Mui^cipal  Council  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  k  Light  Co.  (Philippine,  Case 
No.  576,  March  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
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Mnnkipal  Council  t.  Manila  B.  Co.  (Philippine,  Ca«e  No.  287»  Nov.  20, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1058. 

Municipal  Electric  Lighting  k-  P.  Plant,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2229,  Hay  19, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1054. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  2229,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  325. 
Municipal  Gas  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5148,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  696. 
id.  Xachtmann  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.a916F,  1056. 
id.  One. Hundred  Customers  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Municipal  Ojficers,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  109,  Dec.  1,  1U15)  P.U.R.1916B, 
423. 
id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  168,  July  5,  1910)  P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
Munifiing,  M.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-539,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  577. 
Munson,  Re  (N.  D.  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  80. 
Murphey  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (CaL  Dec.  No.  2806,  Case  No.  851,  Oct.  5, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  701. 
Murphy  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  1st  Dept.  —  App.  Div. 

— ,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  49)  P.U.R.1916B,  669. 
Murphy  A  Lrvin  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  267,  Dec.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1052. 

Murphysboro  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (IlL  No.  5231,  July  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  4438,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  4437,  March  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  922. 
Murphysboro  Waterworks  &  £.  &  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  5113,  July 
27,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1003. 
.id.   (111.  No.  5503,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
Murray  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  1915,  170  App.  Div.  17, 
156  N.  Y.  Supp.  151)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  170  App.  Div.  17,  156  N.  Y. 
Supp.  151,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  280. 
Muskegon,  G.  R.  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-927,  May  7,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916A,  23. 
id.   (Mich.  I>-1024,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1026,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
Muskegon  Heights  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1039,  Aug.  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  37. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1039,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  35. 
Muskogee  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  MUIer  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 

id.  Miller  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Mutual  Aid  Transp.  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  759,  June  28,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  915. 
Mutual  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  T-121,  July  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1016. 

Nachtmann  v.  Municipal  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5341,  Jan.  6, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 

Nankin  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6144,  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
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Napa  City  Water  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3373,  Application  No. 

2242,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
Napa  Transp.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Application  No.  1661,  March  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
Napoleon  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  834,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

280. 
Naponee  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2740,  May  25, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
Nappanee  Municipal  Light  k  Waterworks,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2249,  July  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 
Narragansett  Electric  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  249,  March  1,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  277,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  246,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  208. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  281,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  261,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  203. 
id.   (Wis.  No:  296,  Aug.  9,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  1061. 
id.  (R.  L  No.  264,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  282,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.t916E,  327. 
Narragansett  Pier  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  258,  April  6, 

1916)  P.U.R.1910E,  326. 
Nashville,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2309,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tenn.  Oct.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
Nashville  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  4690,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  200. 
id.   (DL  No.  4383,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.UJR.1916C,  661. 
id.   (111.  No.  4295,  Nov.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  561. 
id.   (111.  No.  4467,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  574. 
Nassau  &  S.  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  4970,  Sept.  30,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916A,  641. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4676,  Sept.  30, 1915)  P.UJ1.1916A,  641. 
Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist  Case  No.  585,  July  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2092,  May  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1080. 
id.  Emmons  v.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081, 
id.  Rollins  v.  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Nassau  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Ludlum  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916C,  561. 
Natchez,  Columbia  &  Mobile,  Re  (Miss.  No.  4252,  Sept.  8,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1056. 
Naiional  Brick  Co.  v.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (HI.  No.  4004,  Feb.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  789. 
National  Car  Demurrage  Rule  No.  7,  Re  (111.  No.  4884,  March  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  286. 
National  Cash  Register  Co.,  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916B, 

427. 
National  Exp.  Co.  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5362,  Dec.  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
National  Freight  &  Exp.  Audit  Co.  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No. 
949,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
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Nsiioiial  Pooltrj  B.  k  £.  Assa  v.  American  Exp.  Co.   (HI.  No.  3871, 
March  9,  191ft)  P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
id.  y.  American  Exp.  Co.   (III.  No.  3871,  March  9,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  666. 
Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6073,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

843. 
Navajo-Apache  Teleph.  System,  Re    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  363,  Sept.  26, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
Nebraska  Farmers*  Co-op.  Grain  k  Live  Stock  Asso.  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
(Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  278,  Oct.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
101. 
Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2813,  June  16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
id,  (Neb.  Application  No.  2600,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026, 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2562,  Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2662,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2657,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2628,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2746,  Aug.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2626,  Feb.  6,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916C,  762. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2607,  Jan.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  168. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2765,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2676,  March  33,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
Needham,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2896,  Application  No.  1937,  Nov.  11, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
Neenah,  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.   (Wis.)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  912. 
NehaJem  Invest.  Co.,  Re  (Or.  P.  S.  C  Or.  Order  No.  97,  F-488,  June 

21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  80. 
Nekoosa-Edwards  Paper' Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Nov.  26, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 

Nelson  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.  V.  Wisconsin  Public  Service  Co.    (Wis.  Nov.  10,  1915)   P.U.R. 
19KJB,  683. 
Nelson  Coal  Co.  v.  Great  >^orthem  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  487,  Re- 
port &  Order  No.  141,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  485,  Report  &  Order 
No.  142,  Nov.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
Neshonoc  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (WMs.  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
Nevada-California-Oregon  R.  CJo.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3228,  Application 
No.  2055,  Apr.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  240. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3711,  Application  No.  2553,  Sept.  26,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
Nevada,  C.  &  O.  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3532,  Appli- 
cation No.  2359,  July  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
New  Albany^v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2266,  Aug. 
11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
id.  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No,  2266,  Aug.  11, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
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New  Albany  Waterworks,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1981,  Dec.  24, 1015)  P.U.Ft.l9i6B, 

574. 
Newark,  Newark  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.191«F,  1033. 
Newark  Natural  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Newark    (Ohio  Sup.  Ct.  1915,  92 

Ohio  St.  393,  111  N.  E.  150)  P.U.R.1916F,  1033. 
Newark  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  654,  Dec.  11,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B, 

580. 
New  Boston  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (III.  No.  336,  Aug.  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  27. 
Newburgh  Clhamber  of  Commerce  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5009, 

March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
Newburgh  Electric  Light  k  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1816,  Feb.  23, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
Newbury  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  C^o.  (Vt.  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Newburyport  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 
New  Castle  v.  Interstate  Public  Service  Co.  (Ind.  No.  814)  P.U.R.1916D, 

201. 
New-Dells  Lumber  CJo.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  13, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  208. 
New  England  Power-Connecticut  River  Transmission  Consolidation,  Re 
(Mass.  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  33. 
id.   (Mass.  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  270. 
New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-344,  Sept.  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1045. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-286.  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
id.   (Me.  U-151,  Aug.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  33. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  105,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  759. 
id.   (Me.  U-106,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  758. 
id.   (N.  H.  No.  D-293,  Order  No.  510,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

279. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-333,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  279. 
id.   (Me.  U-139,  June  1,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  791. 
New  Haven,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1777,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
New  Holland  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4420,  Dec.  16,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  672. 
id.   (111.  No.  4284,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  694. 
id.   (111.  No.  4387,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1016C,  562. 
id.   (111.  No.  4408,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4501,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
id.   (111.  No.  5261,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
id.  i  111.  No.  4704,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
New  Iberia  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2474,  Order  No.  1968,  Feb.  16, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 
id.  Railroad  Commission  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  Sims  &  Giles  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
New  Jersey  &  P.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (N.  J.  Dec.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

997. 
New  Jersey  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  May  2,  1916)  P.r.R.1916D,  252. 
New  Jersey  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Feb.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1910C, 
762. 
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•New  Jeriey  Tcleph.  Co.,  Broadhead  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  1959,  AprU  20,  191C) 

P.U.R.1916D,  403. 
New  Lisbon  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  798,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  45. 

id.   (Oftio.  No.  798,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
New  Orleans  v.  Le  Blanc  (La.  1916,  —  La.  — ,  71  So.  248,  P.U.Ra916E, 

806. 
New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Order  No.  2033,  No.  2549,  Sept. 

14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 
New  Orleans  G.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Miss.  No.  4317,  May  2,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  827. 
id.  Bush  V.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
New  Orleans,  M.  k  C.  R.  Co.  v.  State  (Miss.  Sup.  Ct.  1915,  —  Miss.  — , 
70  So.  355)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
id.  V.  State  (Miss.  Sup.  Ct.  1915  —  Miss.  — ,  70  So.  355)  P.U.R 
1916F,  169. 
New  Orleans,  N.  ft  N.  R.  Co.,  Grangeville  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
New  Orleans,  T.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Railroad  Commission  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
959. 
id.  Railroad  Commission  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
New  Paltz,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6236,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R,1916B,  423. 
Newport  Sand  Bank  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2822,  Apr.  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  321. 
Newport  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-121,  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  247. 
New  Scotland  Ave.  Transp.  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5452, 
April  4,  1916)    P.C.R.1916F,  913. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5452,  June  21,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 
913. 
New  State  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  368,  Oct.  17, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
id.  Board  of  Control  v.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916D,  787. 
Newton,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  1329,  Apr.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  245. 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  825. 
Newton  Brick  &  Supply  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5227, 

Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1016B,  670. 
New  York  &  Q.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2086,  May  18, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  1996,  July  31,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1082. 
id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  681. 
New  York  &  Q.  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Kent  v.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1028. 
id.  Reichenbach  v.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2583,  April  11,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3298,  March  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  68. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2583,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
.  id.   (N.  J.  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.UJR.1916B,  1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3333,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  579. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3191,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  762. 
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New  York  C.  k  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  T.,    6.  C.  Case  No.  381,  Mardi 

3a,  1»16)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  774,  Feb.  24, 1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  68. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  774,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2683,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  127,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  868. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  774,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
id.  Ionia  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  868. 
New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6490,  May 

4.  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  42. 
id.   (111.  No.  5096,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  26. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2165,  April  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E,  93. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6864,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5654,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  812,  Apr.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  258.  - 
id.  Brotherhood  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
New  York,  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  1929,  ABg.  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  991. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  494-G,  July  5,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

992. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  494-0,  July  5,  1915)    P.UJ1.1916F, 

991. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5520,  June  20, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6112,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1046. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5900,  March  31, 1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6034,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6957,  Apr.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1929,  Sept.  21,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F, 

991. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5423,  March  7, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  992. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  494-G,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  992. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  494,  May  18,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

992. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5988,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  5925,  April  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1069,  Sept.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.191CF,  1044. 
id.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1929,  Aug.  23,  1916)    P.U.R.1016F, 

991. 
id.   (Mich.  D-1060,  Sept.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1044. 
id.   (Mich.  D-627,  Nov.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  676. 
id.   (Ill  No.  L-1144,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6509,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  868. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5446,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5397,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5869,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5871,  March  15,  1016)  P.U.R.1916D,  345, 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5809,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5904,  March  31.  1916)  P.IT.R.1916D,  362. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5661,  Sept.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  383. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5662.  Sept.  24,  IDlo)    P.U.R.1916D,  333. 
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New  York  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  6658,  Sept.  23,  1916)  P.UJt.l916D, 
333. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5813,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1016D,  341. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5768,  Dec.  21,  J915)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6776,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5784,  Jan.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5789,  Jwi.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6815,  Jan.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5814,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5791,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5854,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5853,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5837,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5844,  Feb  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  844. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6843,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  344. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5870,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5800,  Jan.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5794,  Jan.  13,4916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5798,  Jan.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5799,  Jan.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5763,  Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6771,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5772,  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R  1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  1^0.  5792,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5764,  Dec.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5765,  Dec.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5755,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D.  339. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5746,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6742,  Dec.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5731,  Nov.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5720,  Nov.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5721,  Nov.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5722,  Nov.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5719,  Nov.  5,  1915)  r.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5724,  Nov.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6718,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5829,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6830,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5822,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5823,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5818,  Feb.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D.  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6819,  Feb.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5903,  March  31,  1016)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6736,  Nov.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5622,  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5752,  Dec.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5860,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5898,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5883,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 

id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5867,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
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N€W  York  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ko.  6682,  Oct.  6,  1015)  P.U:R.19ieD, 
335. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5679,  Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R1916D,  334. 
id.  (X.  y.  No.  5680,  Oct.  5,  191?)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.  (X.  y.  No.  5665,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5666,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334» 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5676,  Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.  (X.  y.  No.  5641,  Sept  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 
id.  (X.  Y,  Case  No.  5621,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1918D,  331. 
id.  (N.  y.  Case  No.  5630,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6703,  Oct.  21.  1915)  P.U.R.1918D,  336. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5701,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5693,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5694,  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5690,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5691,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P,U.R.1916b,  335. 
id.  (X.  y.  No.  5688,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.  (Mich.  I>-r53,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
id.  (Mich.  No.  1405,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  96. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5902,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  365. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6697,  Oct.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6710,  Oct.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6898,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 
id.  (N.  Y,  No.  6875,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R.191GD,  346. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  5861,  Maxch  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5848,  Feb.  23,  1910)  P.U.R.1916D,  844. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5337,  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  868. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5433,  March  30,  1910)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Xo.  5653,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1910D,  333. 
id.  (111.  T-121,  Xov.  2,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D,  311. 
id.  (111.  T-127,  Xov.  18,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D,  363. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Xo.  5640,  Sept.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  332. 
id.  (X.  Y.  Xo.  6646,  Sept.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  382. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5664,  Sept.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.J916D,  338. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5766,  Dec.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
id.  (N.  Y.No.  6666,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U,R.1916D,  306. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6796,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Xo.  5747,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  339. 
ia.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5727,  Nov.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5717,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Xo.  5699,  Oct.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5681,  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  335. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5810,  Jan  25,  191C)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Xo.  6824,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1910D,  343. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5776,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  6673,  Oct.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1910D,  334. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6649,  Sept.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1910D,  333. 
id.  (X.  Y.  No.  6639,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1910D,  332. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5623,  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
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Nevif  Yoric  C.  R.  Co.,  Acme  Engineering  and  Contracting  Co.  v.  (K.  Y. 
P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Allen  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Anthony  &  J.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Beaver  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Beebe  v.   (X.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Berry  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Blue  Pond  Mangle  Roller  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Boonville  Sand  Co.  v.    (N.  Y.)    P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Boston  Excelsior  Co.  v.    (N.  Y.)    P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Brant  Excelsior  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Brooklyn  Cooperage  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Cameron  &  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1016B,  671. 

id.  Carter  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1053. 

id.  Corrugated  Bar  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Dundee  Electric  Lighting  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 

id.  Dntchess  County  Lime  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Dutton  Lumbw  Corp.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Electro  Metallurgical  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Excelsior  Wrapper  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Haxton  &  Son  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Heinz  Co.  v.  (X.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Jefferson  Chair  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Joseph  &  Bros.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Lackawanna  Bridge  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Livingston  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  64. 

id.  Lord  &  B.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Malone  Li^t  &  P.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Mulberry  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Murphy  v.  <N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  069. 

id.  Newton  Brick  &  Supply  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Northern  &  C.  New  York  Cheese  Shippers  Asso.  v.    (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  338. 

id.  Peck  &  Pratt  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Roesch  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 

id.  Rosser  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B, 
670. 

id.  Seneca  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Stevens  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Stuhlmiller  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Taggart  Bros.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Thompson  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 

id.  Venner  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  273. 

id.  Victor  Preser\ing  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

id.  Willson  &  E.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
New  York  Connecting  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2083,  Sept. 

21,  1916)   (2  cases)  P.U.R.1910F,  1046. 
New  York  Consol.  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2146,  Oct,  11, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1009. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digestedy  see  ante,  pp,  671^604, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


736 


OASES  ABSTRACTED. 


New  York  Consol.  K.  Co.,  Kew  TOTk  Public  Servioe  Commission  t.  (N. 

Y.)    P.U.R.1916E,  349. 
New  York  Edison  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  Nos.  1968,  1968,  Oct. 
16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1968,  Oct.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  620. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1958,  Oct.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  625. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5204,  Oct.  28, 1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  Nos.  1958,  1968,  Oct.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
New  York,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6375,  March  28,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  78. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2806,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2805,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2806,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
New  York  Mills  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Minn,  Oct.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6398,  Jan. 
20  &  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  992. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  239,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  993. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1840,  April  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  981. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1825,  April  7,  1916)  P.tJ.R.1916F,  981. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1827,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  981. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1828,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  981. 

id.  (Conn.  No.  1792,  March  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  981. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  290,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  952. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  232,  Nov.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1936F,  998. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  296,  Aug.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  962. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2028,  Aug.  3, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  24. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1788,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1920,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  982. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1742,  Dec.  23,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  981. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1706,  Nov.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  962. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1788,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  961. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1721,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1069. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  284,  July  6,  1916)  P.t:.R.1916E,  81. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  266,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  349. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  266,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  349. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  226,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  23. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  243,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.UJR.1916B,  428. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  257,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  349. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  264,  April  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1787,  Jau.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 

id.  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1790,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 

id.  (R.  I.  No.  262,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1919,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1789,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R:1916E,  66. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1786,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1203,  affected  by  Docket  No.  1724,  Feb.  16, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  82. 

id.   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1867,  Apr.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  241. 
New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6616,  Aug.  31,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
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New  York,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5739,  Nov.  23,  1916)  P.UJt. 

1916D,  307. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5663,  Sept.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5631,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5671,  Oct.  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  334, 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6767,  Dec.  10,  1915)  P.U.R:1916D,  339. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5734,  Nov.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5821,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5849,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  344. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5730,  Nov.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5440,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  255. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6669,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  G.  C.  462,  March  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
id.  Allen  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Clinton  Metallic  Paint  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
id.  Franklin  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
id.  Maywood  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
id.  Treyz  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
New   York   Public   Service  Commission  v.   New  York   Consol.   R.   Co. 

(N.  Y.  63  N.  Y.  L.  J.  834,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.19ieE,  349. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  R:  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 
New  York  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2058,  May  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
New  York  State  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5558,  June  21, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6182,  Aug.  26,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  1011. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6061,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2371,  Jan.   13,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

991. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6365,  Feb.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

933. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5534,  Aug.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1101. 
id.   <N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5373,  Aug.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1101. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5366,  Feb.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

933. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5735,  Nov.  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
id.  Acrehurst  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
id.  Cook  V.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  No.  T.  &  T.  UO,  Dec.  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  159. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  T.  &  T.  114,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1017. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2964,  April  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  39 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  T.  &  T.  112,  April  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F 

1017. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  T.  &  T.  115,  June  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F 

1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Apr.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  89. 
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New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  T.  &  T.  Ill,  March  29,  1916 

P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
id.  Beecher-Lisle  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
id.  Beecher-Lisle  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.  Ellison  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.  Hopkins  V.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
id.  Hopkins  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  670. 
id.  Loomis  &  B.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
id.  Murray  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.  Murray  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  289. 
id.  Taylor  t.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916r,  978. 
id.  Waterford  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  334. 
id.  Watervliet  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  334. 
Niagara  &  E.  Power  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6131,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  699. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5087,  Sept.  21, 1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5133,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6134,  Sept  21,  1916)  P.UJR.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5620,  Sept.  28,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

936. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6543,  July  18,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5542,  July  18,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1058. 
Niagara  Falls  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5493,  May  9, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  970. 
Niagara,  L.  &  O.  Power  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6144,  Sept.  7j  1916) 

P.r.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5203,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.r.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5207,  Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5260,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6466,  July  11,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6466,  April  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1056. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5649,  Aug.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1047 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5474,  April  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

970. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6389,  March  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

933. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6474,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

40. 
Niantlc  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6158,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  28. 
Niles  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4226,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  422. 
N.  O.  A  N.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Miss.  No.  4295,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1056. 
Noble,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1815,  March  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
Noble  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4172,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U,R.1916B, 

749. 
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Noble  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  4017,  Oct.  5,  1016)   P.U.R.1016F, 

927. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4421,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1040. 
Noblesville  Heat  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2300,  June  22,  1916) 

P.UJi.l916F,  1031. 
Noblesville  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.   2472,  Aug.   11,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
id.   (N.  Y.  CaBe  No.  5086,  Sept.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
Noel,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  802,  Aug.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  915. 
N.  0.  G.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Miss.  Nov.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 

id.  White  Bluff  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Noirot  V.  Wisconsin  Electric  R.  Co.  (Wis.  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1084. 
N.  O.  M.  A  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Miss.  No.  4307,  Feb.  1,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  1061. 
Nora  Springs  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Floyd  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-206,  July 

15,  1916)  P.L\R.1916F,  930. 
Nord  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3281,  Application  No.  2156, 

April  24,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F,  1019. 
Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 

id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  March  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 
Noroton  Water  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1843,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1091. 
Norridgewock,  Re  (Me.R.  R.  No.  114,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421 
North  American  Co..  Love  v.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 
Northampton   Ga&Iight   Co.,   Re    (Mass.   Bd.   of   Gas   &   £.   L.   Comrs. 

March  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  248. 
North  Carolina  Corp.  Commission  v.  Winston-Salem  South-Bound  R. 

Co.  (N.  C.  1916  —  N.  C.  — ,  87  S.  E.  785)   P.U.R.1916E,  478. 
Nortlicm  &  C.  New  York  Cheese  Shippers  Asso.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co. 

(N.  Y.  Case  No.  4910,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 
Northern  Antelope  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  Application  2737,  May  25, 

1916)  P.r.R.1916D,  794. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2603,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R1916B,  578. 
Northern  California  Power, Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3073,  Application 

No.  2054,  Feb.  2,  191G)   P.U.R.1916D,  237. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3452,  Application  No.  2320,  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
Northern  Electric  Co.,  Re  ( Cal.  Decision  No.  3430,  Application  No.  1059. 

June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  23. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3431,  Application  No.  1337,  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  23. 
Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2035,  Feb.  23,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1004. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2353,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1004. 
Northern  Iowa  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Wright  County   (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E- 

216,  Sept.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Northern  Iowa  Power  Co.  v.  Humboldt  County   (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E- 

189,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Northern  New  York  Utilities,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6056,  Dec. 

28,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  763. 
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Northern  New  York  Utilities,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4876,  Dec. 
28,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C,  763. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5055,  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5055,  Dec.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  553. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5055,  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  579. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5055,  Dee.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  696. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5055,  Dec.  28,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  697. 
Northern  Ohio  R.  Co.,  Akron  Gravel  &  Sand  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E, 

620. 
Northern   Ohio  Traction  &  Light  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  872,  July  21, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  48. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  702,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  752,  Feb.  23,  191C)   P.U.R.1916C,  767. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 
id.   (Minn.  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
id.   (Minn.  Nov.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  989. 
id.   (Minn.  March  2,  1916)  P.U,R'.1916F,  990. 
id.  Hill  Logging  Co.  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916E,  20L 
id.  Loree  v.    (Wi^.)   P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.  Merchant's  Exch.  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  993. 
id.  Nelson  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  828. 

id.  Public  Service  CommiBsion  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916E,  415. 
id.  Wedum  Lumber  Co.  v.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E,  416. 
Northern  P.   S.   S.  Co.  v.  Southern   P.  Co.    (Cal.  Decision  No.  2926, 

Case  No.  849,  Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
Northern  Union  Gas  Co.,  Public'  Service  Commission  v.    (N.  Y.  App. 

Div.)  P.U.R.1916E,  958. 
Northern  Wayne  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

2876,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  539. 
Northern  Westchester  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  E1.-16,  Aug. 
21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2621,  Nov.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  679. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  El-10,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Northfield  Farmers*  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 

158. 
North  Glendale  Distributing  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3565,  Applica- 
tion No.  2318,  Aug.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
North  Muskegon  Bus  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-993,  Jan.   11,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  577. 
Northport  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5264,  Jan.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  807. 
North  Shore  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5562, 
June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5562,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  43. 
Northumberland  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Milton  Weaving  Co.  v.   (Pa.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
North  Village  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-156,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1043. 
Northwestern  Ohio  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  644,  Nov.  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  482. 
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Northwestern  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Deoision  No.  3443,  Caae  No.  214-H, 
June  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  610. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3106,  App.  No-  1044,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

762. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3108,  Application  No.  2074,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  752. 
id.  McNeil  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
Northwestern  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Dec.  30,  1935)  P.U.R.1916C,  157. 

id.   (S.  D.  Decision  F-265,  March  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  796. 
Northwestern   Teleph.    Exch.   Co.,   Re    (Minn.    Feb.   16,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  279. 
Norton  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (Vt.  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
id.  Southern  Ulinois  Light  k  P.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  987. 
id.  V.  Union  Traction  Co.  (—  Ind.  — ,  110  N.  E.  113)  P.U.R.1916E, 
274. 
Norton  Power  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Ji^ne  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 
Norton  Stone  &  Lime  Co.  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6217, 

Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Novato  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Samuels  v.  (Cal.)  P.UJt.l916F,  994. 
Norwalk  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  t.  Monroe  County  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis. 

March  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  797. 
Norway  &  D.  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Russell    (Wis.  Nov.  19,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  824. 
Norwich  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1724,  affected  by  Docket  No. 

1203,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  981. 
Norwich  &  W.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2000,  2001,  2002  & 

2003,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
Norwich  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5454,  Aug.  16,  1916) 
P.UJ1.1916F,  1048. 

Oak  Extract  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  ( Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  320, 

Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  347. 
Oakland,  A.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (California,  Decision  No.  2793,  Application 

No.  1826,  Sept.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  101. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3075,  App.  No.  1730,  Jan.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

750. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2913,  Application  No.  1730,  Nov.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  236. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  2913,  Application  No.  1730,  Nov.  20, 1915)  P.U.R. 

P.U.R.1916D,  241. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2913,  Application  No.  1730,  Nov.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3561,  Application  No.  2382,  Aug.  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3723,  Application  No.  2563,  Sept.  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3454,  Application  No.  2267,  June  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  23. 
Oatman  Water  &  Sewer  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  355,  Sept.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1085. 
Oak  Park  v.  Chicago  &  O.  P   Elev.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3103,  Jan.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  681. 
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Old  Park  v.  Metropolitan  Wert  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4823,  Jan.  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
Oakwood  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  949,  Sept.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1051. 
Oakwood  Water  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  730,  March  29,  1916)  P.UJR. 

1916D,  257. 
Oblong  Gaa  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  5386,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 

id.   (lU.  No.  6365,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
O'Brien  County,  Healey  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Ocala,  Re   (Fla.  Order  No.  498,  File  No.  2988,  Oct.  2,  1915)    P.XJ.R. 

1916F,  824. 
Oceana  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-112,  April  28,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
Ocean  Park  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3269,  Application  No. 

2211,  April  21,  1916)  P.U.T1.1916F,  19. 
Ocean  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2907,  App.  No.  1928,  Nov.  18, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1049. 
id.  San  Francisco  Artichoke  Growers'  Asso.  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B, 

739. 
Oceanside  Electric  &  Gas  CJo.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3586,  Application 

No.  2365,  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3156,  Application  No.  2078,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.  1916D,  238. 
Ochs  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Minn.  Nov.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

700. 
Ocklawaha  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  487,  Pile  No.  2992,  May  24, 

1914)  P.U.R.1916D,  311. 

id.   (Fla.  Order  No.  487,  File  No.  2992,  May  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

303. 
Oconto  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

99. 
OTlaherty,  Virginia  R.  A  P.  Co.  v.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  476. 
Ogden  V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2899,  Case  No.  668, 

Nov.  13.  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1088.  ^ 

id,  V.  Pacific  Gas  &  £.  (Do.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2899,  Application 

No.  668,  Nov.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Ogdensburg,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2778,  March  23,  1916)  P,U.R.1916E, 

86. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3778,  March  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
Ohio  &  L.  K.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  925,  Sept.  18,  1916)   P.XJ'.R.1916F, 

1050. 
Ohio  Electric  "R.  Co.  v.  Balitmore  &  0.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  612,  Dec.  15, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 

id.  V.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  608,  Nov.  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  V.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  608,  Nov.  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Ohio,  No.  609,  Nov.  24, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  V.  National  Cash  Register  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  610,  Nov.  19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  427. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp,  571^604, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  743 

Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  622, 
Jan.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  V.  Toledo  &  0.  C.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  611,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  98. 
Ohio  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  895  and  896,  Sept.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1049. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  895  &  896,  Sept.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  947. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  790,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  790,  May  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  46. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  911,  Sept.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1049. 
Ohio  Gaslight  &  C.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  737,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

767. 
Ohio  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2060,  Apr.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

245. 
Ohio  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  626,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  481. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  703,  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
Ohio  Valley  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6035,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E. 

324. 
O'Keefe  v.  United  States   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  240  U.  S.  294,  60  L. 
ed.  651,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  313)  P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
id.  V.  United  States   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  240  U.  8.  294,  60  L. 
ed.  651,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  313)  P.U.R.1916E,  417. 
'  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Haskins  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 

id.  Kylar  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Shawnee  Ice  Co.  v.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A, 

207. 
Oklahoma  R.  Co.,  Harris  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
Clean  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  El-16,  June  15, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5384,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  256. 
Olivet  Business  Men's  Asso.,  Re    (Mich.  No.  D-1026,  May  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
Olney  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4567,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

74. 
Olney  Heating  &  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4286,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R 
1916B,  697. 
id.   (111.  No.  4285,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  572. 
Omaha  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4766,  April  20,  1916 ,» 

P.U.R.1916E,  75. 
Omaha,  L.  &  B.  R.  O).,  Re   (Xeb.  Application  No.  2623,  Feb.  2,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2605,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
Onaway- Alpena  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-482,  Aug.  20,  1915)   P.U.R 

1916B,  576. 
One  Hundred  Customers  v.  Municipal  Gas  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1630, 

Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Oneonta  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5385,  Aug.  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1047. 
Ontario-Uplands  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3094,  App.  N.o.  2027,  Feb. 
14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  750. 
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Ontario  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4972,  May  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
924. 
id,   (111.  No.  5081,  July  20,  1916)  l>.U.R.19iaF,  28. 
Orange  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  State  v.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.)   P.U.R.1916F,  107. 
Orange  &  R.  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Djst.  Case  No.  5068,  July  21, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1047. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3462,  July  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1047. 
Orange  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3300,  Application  No.  1669,  May 

1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  73. 
Orange  County  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4008,  Nov.  10,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  579. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6826,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 
Order  No.  B-115    (Ark.  File  HMG-P-24,  Nov.  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D, 
308. 
id.  B-117  (Ark.  File  HMG-M-4,  Nov.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  308. 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint 
Docket  No.  490,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Pa,  Complaint  Docket  No.  488,  July 

7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
id.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  489,  July  7, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
Ordoveza  v.  Manila  R.  Ck).   (Philippine,  Case  No.  308,  Aug.  10,  1916)  • 

P.U.R.1916F,  998. 

Oregon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Apr.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  60. 

Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  164,  Order  No.  340, 

April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  203. 

id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  201,  No.  371,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 

id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  138,  Order  No.  308,  Dec.  28,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  672. 
id.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  146,  Order  No.  318,  Jan.  28,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  740. 
id.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  137,  Order  No.  307,  Dec.  18,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  672. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  195,  Order  No.  366,  July  21,  1916)    P.U.R, 

1916F,  1027. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  193,  Oliver  No.  364)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  194,  Order  No.  366)  P.U.R,1916F,  1027. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  206,  Order  No.  380,  Oct.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1027. 
id.  Apex  V.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
Oregon  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  419. 
Oregon- Washington  R.  &  Nav.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  126,  Order  No. 
314,  Jan.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1016B,  672. 
id.  (Or.  P.  S.  C,  Order  No.  80,  March  28,  1916)   P.U.R,1916E,  80. 
Orleans  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2078,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
Osborne,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2091,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
Oshkosh  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  422. 
Osterhout,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5246,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
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Oswald  V.  Willamette  Valley  Southern  R.  Co.  (Or.  F-479,  P.  S.  C.  Order 

No.  79,  March  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1074. 
Oswego  County  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dlgt.  Case  No.  800,  Jan. 

20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  764,  765. 
Oswego  River  Power  Transmission  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6202,  Nov.  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  652. 

id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6202,  Nov.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  936. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6202,  Nov.  17,  1915)    P.UJ1.1916F, 
972. 
Otay  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2938,  App.  No.  1871,  Nov.  27, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1916B,  732. 

Otsego  ft  H.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Disi.  Case  No.  6386,  April  27,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6886,  March  28,  1916)  P,U.R.1916D,  257. 
OtUwa  V.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  (Illinois,  No.  4213,  Sept.  21,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
OtUwa  k  N.  Y.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6241,  Dec.  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  936. 
Otterbein,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2179,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
Ottumwa,  Edgerly  ft  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916P,  1023. 

id.  Edgerly  ft  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916E,  617. 
Ottun  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
Owasso  Mfg.  Co.,  Re   (Ark.  File  HMG-0-9,  Order  No.  B-114,  Nov.  6, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  308. 
Owen,  Jackson  ft  E.  R.  Co.  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Owens,  Scranton  R.  Co.  V.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  25. 
Owl  Creek  Power  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  Aug.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 

id.   (Wyo.  Aug.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 
Owosso  Gaslight  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-547,  March  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C, 

607. 
Owyhee  Farms  Co.,  Wicher  v.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
Oxford  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.  C-8,  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  2842,  App.  No.  1930,  Oct.  26, 
1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1065. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  2858,  App.  No.  1919,  Oct.  30,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B, 

1059. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3030,  Application  No.  504,  Jan.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  90. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3156,  Application  No.  2019,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3385,  Application  No.  1581,  May  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
id.   (Oal  Decision  No.  3554,  Application  No.  2458,  Aug.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 
id.  Vandervoort  v.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
id.  Vandervoort  v.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
Pacific  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3034,  Application  No.  1960, 
Jan.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1000. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3673,  Application  No.  2475,  Aug.  10,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
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Paciflc  Gai  k  E.  Co.»  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3023,  App.  No.  1994,  Jan.  3, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  748. 
•      id.   {Arii.  Docket  No.  301,  Dec.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  571. 
id.  Board  of  Control  v.  (Ariz.)  P.IJ.R.1916E,  323. 
•   id.  Connolly  v.   (CaL)   P.U.R.1916B,  731. 
id.  Montague  v.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
id.  Murphy  &  Jrvin  v.   (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1052. 
id.  Ogden  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
id.  Ogden  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
id.  Pelganti  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  35i6. 
id.  San  Jose  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
Pkciflc.iaght  k  P.  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3022,  App.  No.  2006,  Jan. 
3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  748. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3341,  Application  No.  2225,  May  15,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2984,  Application  No. 
1962,  Dec.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
id.   (Or.  U-F-157,  P.  S.  C  Order  No.  71,  Jan.  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  292. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2984,  Application  No.  1962,  Dec.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  788. 
id.   (Ariz.  Decision  No.  2984,  Application  No.  1962,  Dec.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  291. 
id.   (Or.  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  72,  U-F-169,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,:  292. 
id.  (Or.  U-F-160,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  78,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  292. 
id.   (Or.  U.-F-158,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  70,  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R. 

:   1016E,  292. 
id.  Davall  v.   (Wash.)    P,U.R.1916F,  973. 
id.  Goddard  v.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  626. 
id.  Mo^iinnville  Local  &  Long  Distance  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1017. 
id.  Miller  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
id.  Miller  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 

id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.    (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916F,   1018. 
id.  Public  Service  Commission  v.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
Padrotti  v.  San  Francisco,  N.  AC.  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3402,  Case 
No.  944,  June  5,  1910)  P.U.R.191GE,  826. 
id.  V.  San  Francisco,  N.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3402,  Case 
No.  944,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
Paducali  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  2858,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

573. 
Page  County,  Tarkio  Electric  &  Water  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Paige,  Re  (N   Y.  Case  No.  5406,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Paitson  v.  Terre  Haute,  I.  &  E.  Traction  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1916,  April  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
Polo  Alto  V.  Palo  Alto  Gaa  Co.  (Cal.  1913,  2  Ob.1.  R.  C.  R.  300)  P.UJt 
1916E,  1073. 
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Palo  Alto  Gas  Co.,  Palo  Alto  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.K.1916E,  J073. 
Panama-Pacific  Warehouse  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3135,  Applica- 
tion No.  2026,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  237. 
Pandora  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  652,  Nov.  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  481. 
Panoche  Valley  R.  C^.,  Re   (Cal.  Becision  No.  3640,  Application  No. 

2626,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
Paragon  Plaster  Co.  v.  Delaware,  L.  k  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5214, 

Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
ParUTwp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-5999,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  425. 
Park,  Re   (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1686-1,  Order  No.  167,  Nov.  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  6, 
Park  Sav.  Bank  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Wis.  June  7, . 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Parmelee,  Re  (Mich.  X-6219,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.I916E,  97. 
Patin's  Dyke  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2047,  No.  2567,  Oct. 

17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
Patoka  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.,  Re^  (111.  No.  5257,  July  27, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

28. 
id.   (111.  No.  4785,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  5256,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.lf)l6F,  943. 
Patroni,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3672,  Application  No.  2408,  Aug.  10, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
Patrons  v.  Empire  United  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6276,  Jan. 

13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Paulding  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6252,  Jan.  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  999. 
Paul  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-122,  Order  No.  320,  Jan.  29, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
Paul  Smith's  E.  L.,  Power  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  El-9,  Dec.  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Warsa\/'Bd.  of  Trade  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist. 

P.U.R.19X6F,  1007. 
Pawtucket,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  0223,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  65, 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  0223,  Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  63. 
Paxton  V-  Pennsylvania  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No:  384-3,  March 

15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Pearl  City  Veneer  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6316,  Nov.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Peck,  Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.,  v.  (Ga.  App.)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
Peck  &  Pratt  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6213,  Sept.  29, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

Pecos  &  N.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1916,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 

183  S.  W.  98)   P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
Pedder,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3082,  Application  No.  2062,  Feb.  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
Pelganti  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  679,  Decision  No.  3291, 

April   27,    1916)    P.U.R.1916F,   355. 
Pelham  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Fla.  Order  No.  615,  File  No.  3834,  Apr.  29, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  303. 
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Pelham  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Fla.  Order  No.  515,  File  No.  3834,  Apr.  29, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
Pemacol  Electric  Light,  Re   (Philippine  Case  No.  182,  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
Peninsular  Power  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-458,  Sept.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1044. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  Re  (HI.  T-lo4,  Dee.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (111.  No.  4342,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  317. 
id.   (111.  No.  4607,  Apr.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  319. 
id.  East  Liverpool  Traction  &  Light  Co.  v.    (Ohio,  P.U.R.1916E, 

98. 
id.  Germanitt  Ref.  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
id.  Mahoning  V.  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
id.  Paxton  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5893,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

362. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5817,    Feb.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  342. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5876,  March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6863,  March  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  34^. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.' 5709,  Oct.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336r  ^ 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6674,  Oct.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334.       . 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5655,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D,  833.      * 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6637,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D,  332.  *  \ 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5887,  March  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  286. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5868,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5677,  Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6409,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
id.  American  Bridge  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
id.  Bennett  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Boyle  v.   (Minn.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 
id.  Brotherhood  y.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  Cambria  Steel  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916P,  1028. 
id.  Combined  Committee  of  United  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.   (Pa.) 

P.U.R.1916D,  307. 
id.  V.  Herrmann   (X.   T.  1915,  —  N.  J.  L.  —,  96  Atl.  665)   P.U.R. 

3916E,  806. 
id.  Kift  Mill.  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
id.  Krenzer  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Libby,  McNeill  &  Libby  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  Oak  Extract  Co.  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1910D,  347. 
id.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
id.  Scottsville  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  P.U.R.1916F, 

911. 
id.  Scottsville  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.)  P.tJ.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.  Shannon  v.   (Pa.)    P.U.R.1916B,  1058. 

id.  South  Buffalo  Milk  Dealers'  Asso.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
id.  V.  United  States   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  227  Fed.  911)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  870. 
id.  Vacuum  Oil  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested ^  see  ante,  pp,  571—004. 


\ 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  740 

Peimaylvania  Water  Co.,  Consolidated  Ice  Co.  v.   (Pa.)    P.U.R.1D16E, 

1057. 
Penobscot  Bay  Electric  Co.    (Me.  U-94,  Jan.   11,  1916)    P.U.K.1916C, 

757. 
People  V  Chicago  (111.  No.  10176,  Oct.  27,  1915)   P,U.R.1916E,  274. 
id.  ex  rel.  Dwight  v.  Chicago  R.  Co.   (111.  270  11^278,  110  N.  E. 

394,  Oct  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  349. 
id.  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York  Public  Service  Com- 
mission  rN.  Y.  App.  Div.  1916,  173  App.  Div.  407,  159  N.  Y 

Supp.  997)   P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 
id.  ex  rel.  Kelly  v.  Public  Service  Commission  (N.  Y.  —  App.  Div. 

— ,  157  N.  Y.  Supp.  703)  P.U.R.19J6D,  415. 
id.  ex  rel.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission  (N.  Y. 

Sup.  Ct.  Ist  Dcpt.  170  App.  Div.  429,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  198) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission 

(N.  Y.  App.  Div,  1916,  —  App.  Div.  — ,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  91) 

P.U.R.1916F,  906, 
id.  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  C.  R,  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission 

(N.  Y.  App.  Div.  1916,  —  App.  Div.  — ,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  91) 

P.U.R.1916F,  354. 
id.  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission  (N.  Y. 

App.  Div.  1916,  —  App   Div.  -— ,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  997)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  352. 
id.  ex  rel.  Scarsdale  v.  Public  Service  Commission  (N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

1916,   173  App.  Div.  164,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  48)    P.U.R.1916F, 

911. 
People's  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (III.  No.  4857,  June  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

25. 
id.    (111.  No.  5188,  June  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  966. 
id,   (111.  No.  5404,  Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  4897,  May  18,  1916)    P.U.RJ916F,  1054. 
id.   (N..Y.  Case  No.  5201,  Nov.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  697. 
People's  Power  Co.,  Moline  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
id.  Moline  V.  (111.)  P.U.R.1910E,  324. 
id.  Rock  Island  v.    (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  324. 
id.  Rock  Island  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
People's  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3844,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1015. 
id.   (111.  No.  3844,  Aug.  8,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1015, 
id.   (111.  No.  3844,  June  5,  1916)    P.U.R.1916P,  1031. 
id.    (III.  No.  3844,  June  5,  1916)   P.UR.1916F,  1107. 
id.   (ill.  No.  3844,  June  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
id,   (111.  No.  3844,  June  5,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  1071. 
People's  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  977,  Mardi  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

928. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2450,  July  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
id.   (Wis.  June  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  798, 
id.  Aledo  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  549. 
id,  Aledo  v.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916C,  418. 
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People's  Traction  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  5224,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.19MF, 

966. 
Peoria  ft  C.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4129,  Dec.  9,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  843. 
id.   (111.  Nos.  4139,  4141,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  744. 
Peoria  &  E,  R.  0b.,  Re  (111.  E-524,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  986. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-336,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1064. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-360,  Dec.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  1060. 
Peoria  &  P.  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3003, 

March  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
Peoria,  B.  A  C.  Traction  Co.,  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.UJl. 

1910E,  91. 
Peoria,  C.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2558,  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C, 

743. 
Peoria  R.  Terminal  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4055,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 
363. 
id.   (111.  No.  4587,  Jan.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
Peoria  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5274,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

26. 
Pepperell  Mfg.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  C-7,  Dec.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  733. 
Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6709,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A, 
24. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1370,  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6786,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  X-3031,  May  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  5980,  May  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  97. 
id.   (Mich.  X-3032,  April  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  96. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  5786,  Nov.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6094,  Jan.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6057,  Nov.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  428. 
id.  (Mich.  X-1375,  Nov.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
id.  (Mich.  X-5786,  Nov.  2,  1915)   P.UJL1916B,  426. 
id.   (Mich.  D-447,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  67. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  6327,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R,1916E,  77. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  6327,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5872,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  96. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  5786,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  96, 
id.   (Mich.  D-944,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  6827,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6327,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  78. 
Perkiomen  R.  Co.,  Green  Lane  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Perry  v.  Ahnapee  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
Perry  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  438,  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  607. 
Perry  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  3484,  May  4, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  42. 
Perry  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5037,  Dec.  21,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916C,  763. 

Vor  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp.  571^604. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


GASES  ABSTRACrrED.  751 

Persons  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Oct.  8, 1916)  P.U.R,1916F, 

1070. 
Peru,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2016,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
Peru  Electric  Light  A  Water  Plant,  Re  (Ind.  Nos.  1676,  1677,  Nov.  5, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  699. 
Peru  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2654,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.19ieiJD,  793. 
Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2939,  App.  1967,  Nov.  27, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  746. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  1967,  Decision  No.  2939,  Nov,  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3238,  Application  No.  2104,  April  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3444,  Case  No.  214-F,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  619. 
Petarsburg  Electric  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1038,  June  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  35. 
Peterson  v.  Minn.,  St.  P.  ft  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1063. 
id.  V.  Minn.  St.  P.  ft  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Feb.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1063. 
Peterson  Exp.  ft  Van  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  6090,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  25. 
id.   (111.  No.  4773,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
id.   (111.  No.  4301,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1915C,  762. 
Peterson  Power  ft  Mill.  Co.  v.  Buena  Vista  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No. 

E-209,  Sept.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916y,  930. 
Philadelphia  ft  R.  R.  Co.,  Railway  Conductors  v.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1067. 
id.  v.  United  States  (U.  S.  Sup.  a.  240  U.  S.  334,  60  L.  ed.  676, 
36  SvLp,  Ct.  Rep.  864)  P.U.R.1916E,  620. 
Philadelphia  Electric  Co.,  Cooke  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916E,  326. 
Philadelphia  Jitney  Asso.  v.  Blankenburg  (Pa.  Dist.  Ct.  No.  2382,  Nov. 

4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  6,  7,  8. 
Philippine  Islands  R.  Co.,  Cebu  v.    (Philippine)    P.U.R.1916A,  22. 

id.  Cebu  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916A,  26. 
Philippine   R.    Co.,    Strachan    ft   MacMurray   v.    (Philippine)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  886. 
Philippine  Shipowners  Asso.,  Re    (Philippine,  Case  No.  775,  July  21, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  June  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  June  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
.    id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  795,  Aug.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  732,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  June  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  801,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  732,  March  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  783,  June  12,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
Phillips  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-165,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1043. 
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Phoenix  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ari«.  Docket  No.  318,  July  11,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F, 
1075. 
id.  State  v.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916F,  981. 
Pierce  County  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wash.  No.  1962,  April 
19,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  81. 
id.  ▼.  Tacoma  Eastern  R.  Co.   (Wash.  No.  1841,  April  17,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  82. 
Pinconing  Twp.,  Re   (Mich.  X-6171,  March  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  76. 
Pine  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-305,  Order  No.  487,  Dec.  4,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  698. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-305,  Order  No.  487,  Dec.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  652. 
Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  No.  1697,  Order  No.  1048,  May 

24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6222,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
Pitts  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1028. 
'Pittsburg  V.  Black  Diamond  Water  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3267,  Case 

No.  870,  April  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1021. 
Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  884,  July  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  47. 
id.  V.  Colonial   Steel  Co.    (Pa.  1916,  251   Pa.  460,  96  AtL  1037) 

P.U.R.1916E,  617. 
id.  Railway  Conductors  v.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  Wampum  v.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2348,  June  16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.   (III.  T-162,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (111.  T-153,  Dec.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2376,  June  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.   (111.  No.  4229,  Nov.  11,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id.   (111.  No.  4368,  Dec.  9,  1915)P.U.R.1916D,  315. 
id.  Abbott  V.    (Ind.)    P.UJ1.1916E,  84. 
id.  Dull  V.  (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  819. 

id.  Grand  Lodge,  I.  F.  &  A.  M.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  23. 
id.  Hale  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
id.  Holdridge  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1910E,  92. 
id.  Kesslcr  v.  (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916A,  2L 
id.  Kling  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  92. 
id.  V.  McCowen  &  Co.    (Ind.  No.  2075,  March   10,   1916)    P.UJR. 

1916E,  199. 
id.  New  Albany  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
id.  New  Albany  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
id.  Ohio  Electric  R  Co.  v.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.191CB,  427. 
id.  Queen  City  Crushed  Stone  A  Sand  Co.  v.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1916E, 

669. 
id.  Snider  Preserve  Co.  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
id.  Springfield  v.   (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
id.  Stitt  V.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  92. 
id.  Thompson  Veneer  Co.  v.   (Ind.)   P.UJ1.1916F,  1027. 
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Pltteburg,  S.  &  N.  R.  Co.^  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6444,  Feb.  24,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  256. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6638,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  331. 
Pittsburgh,  Y.  A  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  853,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1936F,  47. 
Pittsfield,  Re  (Me.  U-124,  Apr.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  247. 
Pittsfield  Coal  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  931. 
Plains  V,  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  527,  June  20,  1916) 
P.IT.R.IOIOF,  1105. 
id.  V.  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  527,  June  20, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
id.  y.  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  527,  June  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
id.  V.  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  527,  June  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
id.  V.  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  527,  June  20, 

1916)   P,U.R.1916E,  627. 
id.  V.  Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  527,  June  20, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
Plains  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Plains  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1032. 
id.  Plains  v.   (Mont.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1024. 
id.  Plains  v.    (Mont.)    P.UJ1.1916F,  1105. 
id.  Plains  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916E,  616. 
id.  Plains  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916E,  627. 
id.  Plains  v.   (Mont.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
Plain  well.  Re  (Mich.  D-580,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R1916A,  24. 
Plaistow  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-332,  Order  No.  530, 

May  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
Plancich  Co.  v.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.    (Or.  F-483,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No. 

113,  July  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
Plant,   Re    (Cal.   Decision   No.   3343,   Application  No.   2231,   May   19, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 
Plat  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Bedford  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.    (Tenn.)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  101. 
Platte   County   Independent   Teleph.    Co.,   Re    (Mich.   App.   No.   2644, 
March  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  761. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2703,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  26L 
Platte  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  Application  No.  2739,  May  22, 
1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
id.  (Neb.  Application  No.  2739,  July   31,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2652,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
Plattsburgh  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5483,  April 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1057. 
Plattsburgh  Traction  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6060,  June  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,   998. 
Pleasant  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  797. 
Plumas  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3563,  Application  No. 
2297,  July  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3563,  Application  No.  2297,  July  31,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
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Plymouth  k  N.  GaB  Co.,  Re   (Idlch.  D-843,  March  29,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  249. 
id.  <Mich.  D-843,  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  761. 
Plymouth  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Dec.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  575. 
Poizat  &  Co.,  Re  (PhUippine,  Case  No.  776,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1093. 
Polk  County,  Bondurant  v.   (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916F,  954. 
Pomona  Valley  Teleph.  A;  Teleg.  Union,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3319, 

Application  No.  400,  May  10,  1916)   P.U:R.1916F,  19. 
Pontiac,  Re   (Mich.  X-6060,  Dec.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  425. 

id.   (Mich.  X-6060,  Dec.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
Pontiac,  0.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-3460,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

428. 
Portage  Lake  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1033,  May  17,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  34. 
Port  C^sta  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3379.  Application  No.  2274, 

May  24, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
Port  Costa  Wharf  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3464,  Application  No. 

2364,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F,  919. 
Porter  v.  Bangor  R.  A  Electric  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  26,  June  16,  1916)  P.UJl. 
1916F,  1091. 
id.  Pecos  A  N.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
Port  Henry  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5477, 

April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  933. 
Port  Henry  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4972,  Sept.  14, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  640. 
Port  Huron  A  D.  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-807.  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  35. 
Port  Huron  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-681,  Sept.  19,  1916;   P.U.R 

1916F,  1044. 
Portland,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1838,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  V.  Portland  R,  Light  A  P.  Co.   (Or.  1916  —  Or.  — ,  156  Pac 

1058)   P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
id.  V.  Portland  R.  Light  A  P.  Ck).  (Or.  1916,  —  Or.  —,  156  Pac 
1068)   P.U.R.1916E,  807. 
Portland  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  164,  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R,1916F,  32. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  197,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
Portland  R.  Light  A  P.  Co.,  Portland  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.3916K,  806. 

id.  Portland  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916E,  807. 
PortUnd  Terminal  Co.,  Re  (Me.  April  20,  1915)  P.UJt.l916A,  22. 
Portland  Water  Dist.,  Re   (Me.  U-118,  March  31,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916D, 

247. 
Possett  V.  Larson  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087, 
Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Co.,  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  854. 
id.  HaskeU  Implement  A  Seed  Co.  v.  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  948. 
id.  y.  Ingraham  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  228  Fed.  392)  P,U.Ra916F, 

917. 
id.  V.  State  Roads  Commisaion   (Md.  1015,  127  Md.  243,  96  Atl. 
439)  P,U.R.1916F,  915. 
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Potlatch  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  141,  Order  No.  317,  Jan.  16, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  109. 
Potter  ▼.  Public  Utility  Comrs.   (N.  J.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  N.  J.  Lw  — , 

98  Atl.  30)   P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
Poughkeepsie  City  &  W.  F.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5425, 

Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  264. 
Powell  V.  Texas  k  P.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2416,  Order  No.  1946,  Nov.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 

Powell  Telepb.  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 

Power  County  Telepb.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-142,  Order  No.  263, 

July  14,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  921. 
Powers,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3270,  Application  No.  2124,  April  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  788. 

id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2348,  Order  No. 
1094,  Aug.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Practices  of  Railroad  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6089,  Oct.  13, 1916)  P.U.R, 

1916D,  306 
Prairie  Du  Chien  Water  Utility,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
473. 
id.   (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  474. 
id.   (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  617. 
id.   (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  905. 
id.  (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  909. 
id.   (Wis.  Dec.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
Prairie  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Order  No.  1031,  Cause  No.  2447,  March 
16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
id.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2476,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
id.   (Okla.  Order  No.  1030,  Cause  No.  2446,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  976. 
Prescott  V.  Boston  &  M.  R,  Co.   (N.  H.  D-167,  Sept.  8,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916A,  20. 
Prescott  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  344,  May  12,  1916)  P.UJt. 

1916F,  961. 
Proceedings  under  Chapter  67,  P.  I.  1913,  Re   (N.  J.  Feb.  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  85. 
Producers  Oil  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Order  No.  1036,  Cause  No.  2460,  April  12, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
Progressive  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6693,  Sept. 

28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
Protection  of  85  cent  Rate,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2140,  March  2,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  198. 
Provincetown  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1103.  • 

id.   (Muss.  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  676. 
Public  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  No.  433,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  768. 
Public  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  Foreign  Corp.  Certificate  No.  1,  Dec. 
11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  843. 
id.   (Vt.  No.  468,  June  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  49. 
id.   (Vt.  No.  469,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  48. 
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Public  Service  Commiesion,  Re   (N.  Y.  Sp.  T.  N.  T.  Supreme  Court, 

Special  Term,  53  N.  Y.  L.  J.  834,  May  2C,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

681. 
id.  ex  rel.  Pacific  Nat.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 

(Wash.  No.  ICOC,  Feb.  9,  1015)   P.U.R.1916E,  201. 
id.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  4111,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.UJt. 

1916F,  1070. 
id.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Wash.  No    4111,  Sept.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
id.  ex  rel.  Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Wash. 

No.  1908,  Nov.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  357. 
id.  V.  Hawthorne  Waterworks   (Nev.  U-91,  Sept.  9,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1092. 
id-  v.  New  York  &  Q.  C.  R.   (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  2d  Dept.  1915,  — 

App.  Div.  — ,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  323)   P.U.R.1916B,  681. 
id.  V.  Northern  P.,R.  Co.   (Wash.  No.  1972,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  415. 
id.  V.  Northern  Union  Gas  Co.    (N.  Y.  App.  Div.  1915,  168  App, 

Div.  731,  154   N.  Y.   Supp.  649,  affirmed  without  opinion   in 

(1916)  217  N.  Y.  607,  111  N.  E.  1098)  P.U.R.1916E,  958. 
id.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  1825,  Aug.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
id.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  1825,  Aug.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1016F,  1018. 
id.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  1825,  Aug.  15,  1016) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  Kelly  v.  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916D,  415. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  C.  R.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.  App.  Div.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  354. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Q.  C.  R.  Co.  v.   (N.  Y.  App.  Div.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  906. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  Y.  App.  Div.)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  352. 
id.  People  ex  rel.  Scarsdale  v.  (N.  Y.  App.  Div.)  P.U.R.1916F,  911. 
id.  ex  rel.  Pacific  County  v.  Puget  Sound  &  W.  H.  R.  Co.   (Wash. 

No.  1707,  March  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
id.  V.  Puget  Sound  International  R.  k  P.  Co.    (Wash.  No.  1851, 

April  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
id.  ex  rel.  Everett  Trades  Council  v.  Puget  Sound  International  R. 

A  P.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  1861,  April  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1033. 
id.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Mo.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.K.1916F,  38. 
id-  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
J>ublic  Service  Co.,  Re  (111.  Case  No.  5012,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

924. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  5015,  May  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.  (IlL  Case  No.  5014,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  5175,  July  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1910F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  4282,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.li)16F,  1001. 
id.  (111.  No.  4282,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1001. 
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Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  4466,  Feb.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  1002. 

id.   (111.  No.  5186,  July  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 

id.   (111.  No.  4725,  April  7,  1916)   P.U.R,1916F,  1003. 

id.  (lU.  No.  4737,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  923. 

id.  (111.  No.  4620,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  024. 

id.  (in.  No.  5013,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  925. 

id.  (111.  No.  5223,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F.  926. 

id.  (111.  No.  5301,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  966. 

id.  (111.  No.  4282,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.iyi6F,  1001. 

id.  (111.  No.  4744,  April  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1002. 

id.  (111.  No.  5000,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1016F,  1003. 

id.  (111.  No.  4640,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 

id.  (111.  No.  4381,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  699. 

id.  (111.  No.  4453,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  695. 

id.  (111.  No.  3029,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  694. 

id.  (111.  No.  4557,  April  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  623. 

id.  (111.  No.  5361,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1050. 

id.  (111.  No.  466d,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  199. 

id.   (IlL  No.  4748,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  243. 

id.   (111.  No.  4679,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 

id.-  Blue  Island  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
Public  Service  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4974,  Sept.  30,  1915) 
P,U.R.1916A,  541.* 

id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5387,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  932. 
Public  Service  Gaa*  Co.,  Glcnum  v.   (N.  J.)P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
Public  Service  R.  Co.  v.  Hudson  &  Essex  Counties  (N.  J.  Ch.  1915,  —  N. 
J.  Eq.  — ,  96  Atl.  98)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 

id.  WoQdbridge  Twp.  v.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
Public    Utilities  Commission   v.   Central  Illinois   Supply   Co.    (111.  No. 
5108,  July  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  951. 

id.  V.  Colorado,  D.   &   R.   G.   R.   Co.    (Colo.  Case  No.   32,  Oct.  2, 

1915)  P.C.R.1916A,  24. 

id.  V.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.    (Colo.  Case  No.  46,  Feb.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
id.  Valley  Teloph.  Co.  v.    (Or.)    P.U.R.1916E,  293. 
Public  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1947,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

201. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  911. 
id.  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  (X.  J.  L.)   P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
id.  Potter  v.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
Puente  City  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3068,  App.  No.  2037,  Jan.  28, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  749. 

Puget  Sound  &  W.  H.  R.  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Pacific 
County  V.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 

Puget  Sound  International  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
(Wash.)    P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
id.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Everett  Trades  Council  v. 
(Wash.)    P.U.R.1016F,  1033. 

Puget  Sound  Traction  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Washington  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
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Puget  Sound  Traction  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Willis  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F» 

1083. 
Pujalte  &  Co.,  Re   (PhiUppine.  Case  No.  787,  May  27,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1016F,  1093. 
id.  Cuyo  V.   (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
Pullman  Co.,  Re  (Miss.  No.  4324,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  1099. 
Pulp  &  Mfrs.  Traffic  Asso.  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.   (Mich.  D-^822, 

Dec   2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
Putnam  County  v.  Cleveland  a  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind»  No.  1793, 

Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
Putnam  Electric  Co.  v.  Greencastle  Waterworks  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1977, 

Feb.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  176. 

Quaker  Oil  A  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2474,  Consolidated  in  Order 

No.  1116,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
Quenah,  A.  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Warren  (Tex.  1916,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  184 

S.  W.  232)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
Queen  City  Crushed  Stone  &  Sand  Co.  v.  Pittsbiu-gh,  C.  C.  &  St.  Louis 

R.  Co.  (Ohio  No.  863,  July  10,  1916)  P.U.R1916E,  669. 
Queen  City  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Berthold  Farmers*  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  D. 

June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1089 
Quincy  Gas,  Heating  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  4340,  Feb.  17-,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1002. 
Quincy  R.  Co.  v.  Snyder  (111.  No.  4106,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Quincy  Western  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2864,  Case  No.  185,  Oct.  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  894. 

Racine  v.  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  10,  1910)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  99. 
Raflf  V.  Darrow   (Ind.  1916,  —  Ind.  — ,  111  N.  E.  189)   P.U.R.1916E, 

274. 
Railroad  &  Street  R.  Cos.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  2095,  July  27, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  991. 

id.  (N.  Y.  1st.  Dist.  Case  No.  2095,  July  27,  1916)   P.U.R1916E, 

1100. 
Railroad  Ck>mmis8ion  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  23,  Aug.  16, 

1915)    P.U.R]  916B,  1058. 
id.  V.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2446,  Order  No.  1953, 

Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
id.  V.  New  Iberia  &  N,  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2557,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916F,  959. 
id.  V.  New  Orleans,  T.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2506,  Order  No.  2029, 

July  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  V.  New  Orleans,  T.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2605,  Order  No.  2028. 

July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  V.  New  Orleans,  T.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2369,  Order  No.  1976, 

Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
id.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.   (U.  S.)   P.U.R.1916E,  352. 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4318,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1072. 
id.  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916F,  167. 
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Railroad  CcwmHSsion  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La.  Kos.  2486,  2487,  t  2488, 

consolidated,  Order  No.  1977,  March  14,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

866. 
id.  V.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2051,  No.  2551,  Oct. 

17,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.  T.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2050,  No.  2550,  Oct 

17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  534,  Re- 
port &  Order  No.  160,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916E,  867. 
Railroad  Corp.,  Re    (N.  Y.   Ist  Dist.  Case  No.  1689,  June  16,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  1080. 
Railroads,  Southern  Mineral  &  Land  Improv.  Co.  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916D, 

323. 
id.  Tioga  Gravel  Co.  ▼.  (La.)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
Railroads  West  of  Mississippi  Ri^er,  Shreveport  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.     (La.)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
Railway  Conductors  ▼.  Central  R.  Co.  (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  491, 

July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  ▼.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.   (Pa.  Con^laint  Docket  No.  492» 

July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  T.  Pittdimrgh  &  L.  £.  R.  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  493, 

July  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
Railway  Terminal  &  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5418-G,  Oct.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
Raleigh,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  McGuire  (N.  C.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  N.  C.  — , 

88  S.  E.  337)  P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Raleigh  County  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.   (W. 

Va.  Case  No.  382,  Formal  Complaint  No.  46,  April  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  869. 
Ralston  v.  Chicago,  L   &  L.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.   1709,  May   26,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Randolph  &  H.  Power  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916C,  759. 
Randolph  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4394,  May  31, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5531,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4394,  May  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  42. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4921,  Oct.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B.  697. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4921,  Oct.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B.  578. 
Range  Sand  Lime  Brick  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Minn.  A-1C45, 

Nov.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
Rankin  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3387,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1916B,  424. 
Ransdell  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  1023,  Cause 

No.  2408,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U,R.1916F,  959. 
Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4108,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Rate  of  Coal,  Petros  to  Boliver,  Re  (Tenn.  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

350. 
Rate  on  Coal  &  Coke,  Re  (Tenn.  April  22,  1915)  P.UJR.1916D,  349. 
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Rate  Ruling,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4879,  Dec.  13,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D, 

351. 
id.   (Tex.   Circular  No.   4910,   Hearing  No.   1643,  Jan.  24,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
Rates  between  Stations.  Re  (Neb.  General  Order  No.  35,  Jan.  31,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
Rates  of  Express  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  Docket  No.  F-338,  Aug.  6,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916F,  1000. 
Rates  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  506,  File 

No.  3622,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  546. 
Rates  on  Uve  Stock,  Re   (111.  No.  3943,  Nov.  11.  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

313. 
Rates  on  Lumber,  Re  (HI.  No.  3942,  Nov.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
Rauster,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  DUt.  Case  No.  5579,  June  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

913. 
Rawlings  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  280» 

Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R,1916D,  327. 
Raymond,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5550,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R 

1916F,  913. 
Rayne  v.  Louisiana  Western  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2201,  Order  No.  1960,  Dec. 

13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Reber,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  756,  April  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
Redding  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6081,  Jan.  ^,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Redkey,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1937,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  448. 
Redondo,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2795,  Application  No.  1806,  Sept.  30, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  73. 
Red  Rock,  Dunagan  v.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  980. 
Reedley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3371,  Application  No.  2177, 

May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
Regulations  Governing  Report  of  Accidents,  Re   (Idaho,  General  Order 

No.  11,  Dec.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Reichenbach  v.  New  York  &  Q.  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist. 

Case  No.  2101,  June  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Remus  Rural   Teleph.  Co.  v.  Tecumseh  Teleph.  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No. 

2471,  Order  No.  1088,  Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
id.  V.  Tecumseh  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2471,  Order  No.  1088. 

Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.  V.  Tecumseh  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2471,  Order  No.  1088, 

Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
id.  V.  Tecumseh    Teleph.   Co.    (Okla.   Cause   No.   2471,   Order   No. 

1088,  Aug.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
Report  of  Special  Commission,  Re  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  1041,  March  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  84. 
Report  on  Accident  (Me.  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Reports  of  Accidents,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4872,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  904. 
Requests  for  Permission  to  Amend  Schedules  on  Less  than  Statutory 

Notice,  Re   (Colo.  General  Order  No.  19,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  980. 
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Kesidenoe  luvett.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.  June 

19,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916F,  1084. 
Retsof  Min.  Co.  v.  Lehigh  VaUey  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5348,  Dec.  16, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  671. 
Revere  Board  of  Trade,  Re  (Mags.  P.  S.  C.  131,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  1056. 
Rhoads  v.  Bellefonte  Gas  &  Steam  Heating  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket 

No.  494,  March  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Rhode  Island  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  263,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  271,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.   (R.  I;  No.  272,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  275,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  283,  June  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  250,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  270,  May  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  81. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  302,  Sept.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  993. 
id.   (R.  L  No.  299,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 
Rib  River  Land  Co  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec. 

15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
Rice  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5158,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  670. 
Rice  Lake  &  N.  E.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  Feb.  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

290. 
Richford,  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Richmond,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2873,  Application  No.  1810,  Nov.  5, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  70. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1967,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  201.     . 

id.   (Ind.  No.  2120,  Fe*).  22,  1916)  P.U.R.  1910C,  757. 

id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3143,  Case  No. 
903,  March  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  818. 

id.  V.  Richmond  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1459,  Feb.  16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1016F,  1107. 
Richmond  City  Waterworks,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2374,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  203. 
Richmond  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  4687,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916D,  200. 

id.  (111.  No.  4463,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  695.' 

id.   (111.  No.  5276,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
Richmond  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Richmond  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
Rico  Gas  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4736,  March  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916C,  756. 
Riethus  v.  Mannville  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  291. 
Rio  Grande  &  E.  Pass.  R.  Co.,  Re    (Tex.  Circular  No.  4890,  Jan.  3, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  352. 

Risley  Lumber  Co.  v.  Delaware  &  N.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5288,  Nov. 

10,  1915)    P.UJ1.1916B,  670. 
Rivera,  Klauck  v.   (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
Riverbank  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3340,  Application  No.  1329, 

May  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  20. 
River  Bros.  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3162,  Case  No. 

406,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 
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River  Junction,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  616,  File  No.  2634,  May  23,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
River  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  605,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

580. 
Rixman  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5296,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
Roachdale    Electric   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.    2413,   July   21,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  31. 
Roachdale  Electric  Light  &  P.  C^.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2279,  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  269. 
Roberson  &  Son  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5240,  Oct.  7, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Roberts,  Re    (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-117,  Order  No.  319,  Jan.  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
id.   (Mich.  X-322,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1016B,  624. 
Roberts  Fireproof  Storage  Co.,  Re  <I11.  No.  3482,  March  10,  1916,  P.UJl. 

1916D,  242. 
Robertson  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  ft  Light  Co.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  796, 

Aug.  11,  1916)  P.UJL1916F,  999. 
Roberts  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5586,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1040. 
id.   (111.  No.  5584,  Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
Robinson  v.  Green  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3606,  Case  No.  963,  Aug.  31,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1005. 
id.  v.  Green  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3605,  Case  No.  963,  Aug.  31,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Roby  ft  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4924,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  993. 
Rochester  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  886,  Dec.  10, 1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Rochester  Sand  ft  Brick  Co.  v.  Michigan  C.  R  Co,  (Mich.  D-957,  Sept, 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Rock  County  Sugar  Co.,  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Wis.  Sup.  Ct.) 

P.U.R.1916F,  168. 
Rockford  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R  Co.  (111.  No.  3694,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  429. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  CJo.  (111.  No.  4464,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1916E,  66. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R  Co.  (111.  No.  4464,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R, 

1916E,  64. 
Rockford  ft  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4763,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  965. 
Rockford  Electric  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4469,  Dec.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

10C53. 
id.  (111.  No.  4734,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  756. 
id.   (111.  No.  4712,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  200. 
Rockford  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5200,  July  13,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  26. 
Rockford  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  Nov.  11, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  314. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp.  571—604,       • 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  763 

Rockingham  County  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-338,  Order  No.  536, 

May  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1016F,  38. 
id,   (N.  H.  D-349,  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1046. 
Rode  Island  v.  People's  Power  Co.  (III.  No.  5080,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  324. 
id.  ▼.  People's  Power  Co.    (111.  No.  5080,  June  9,   1916)    P.UJEL 

1916F,  1003. 
Rockland  &  R.  Lime  Co.  ▼.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  0.  No.  74,  June  2, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Rockland  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5110,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  256. 
Rocklami,  S.  T.  &  St.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re   (M©.  R.  R.  188,  Aug.  23,  1916) 

P.U.R1916F,  1099. 
Rockland, T.  &  C.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  162,  May  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1078. 
Rock  Mill.  &  Elevator  Co.  r.  Atkinson,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  {Kan.  1916, 

—  Kan.  — ,  154  Pac  254)  P.UJ1.1916E,  866. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Kan.  —  Kan.  — ,  154  Pac.  254) 

P.U.R.1916E,  195. 
Rock  Rapids  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  1546— A,  Dec.  21, 

1915)  P.UJR.1916B,  1064. 
Rockridge  Improv.  Asso.  v.  San  Francisco-Oakland  Teminal  R.  Co. 

(Oal.  Decision  No.  2962,  Case  No.  744,  Dec.  8,  1915)  P.U.R* 
•1916F,  1075. 
Rockville,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2304,  May  29,  1916)  P.UJL1916E,  825. 
Rockwell  Mfg.  Co.  v.  aiicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.  191CE,  202. 
Rocsch  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5159,  Sept.  1,  1915  > 

P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
Rogue  River  Water  Co.,  Re  (Or.  tJ-F-18,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  88,  May 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
Rolland  Twp.  Re  (Mich.  X-6065,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
Rollins  V.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1457,  Aug 

8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
Rome  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  El-13,  April  12,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  325. 
Rome  R.  &  Light  Co.  ▼.  Floyd  County  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  228  Fed. 

775)  P.UJt.l916E,  806. 
Rosenthal  v.  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.    (Cal.  Case  No.  750, 

April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  923. 
Roseville  Teleph'.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3130,  Application  No.  1451, 

Feb.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  237. 
Ross,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  954,  Oct.  6,  1916)   P.UJR.1916F,  1051. 
Rosser  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y. 

Case  No.  5176,  Sept.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Rowley,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  348,  July  10,  1016)  P.U.R.  1916F,  917. 
Royal  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5070,  Sept.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

995. 
Royal  Oak  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6053,  Dec.  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1910B,  422. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6053,  Dec.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 
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Royalton  v.  MitcheU  (lU.  No.  4219,  Sept.  15,  1016)  P.U.Ra016F,  095. 
Rudes,  Re   (D.  C.  Order  No.  184,  P.  U.  a  No.  2040,  July  12,  1916) 

P.U.R.1016F,  912. 
Rules  Governing  Reports  of  Accidents,  Re  (Colo.  General  Order  No.  8, 

Dec.  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  903. 
Rumford  &  M.  Water  Dist.,  Re   (Me.  U-122,  April  13,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  247. 
RushviUe  Bell  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  440,  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.UJL 

1916C,  607. 
RuBsel,  Norway  ft  D.  Drainage  Dist.  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  824. 
Russell,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  1115,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1016F,  974. 
Ruston  V.  Vidcsburg,  S.  A  P.  R,  Co.   (La.  Order  No.  1986,  No.  2429, 

April  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Ruston  Creamery  Co.  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  1966, 

No.  2452,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
Rutland  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  5668,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5745,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5833,  FeK  14,  1916)  P.U.R.  1916D,  343. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5675,  Oct.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5834,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  343. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6156,  Aug.  16,  1936)  P,U.R1916P,  1011. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6167,  Aug.  16,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1011. 
Ryan,  Re  (Mich.  T-113,  March  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  792. 

id.  V.  Erie  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5274,  June  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 

Sackett,  Re  (Wyo.  Aug.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  938. 

Saco  Valley  Canning  Ck).  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.   (Me.  F.  C.  No.  47,  Nov. 

16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
Sacramento  ft  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (C^l.  Decision  No.  3433,  Application  No. 

1336,  June  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  23. 
Sacramento  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3001,  Application  No.  1923, 

Dec.  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  71. 
Sacramento  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2898,  App.  No.  1907,  Nov.  13, 

1915)  P.U.R,1916C,  745. 
Sacramento  Valley  ft  E.  R.  Ck).,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3028,  Application 
No.  1779,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  971. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3077,  App.  No.  1780,  Feb.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 
1049. 
Saginaw,  Re  (Mich.  X-6041,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
Sailor  Springs  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4626,  July  20,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1015. 
St.  Clair  County  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4812,  July  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  Nos.  5278-A,  5278-B,  July  27,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1006. 
id.  Bellville  v.   (III.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.  Belleville  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  Belleville  v.  (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  806. 
St  Cloud,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  503,  File  No.  3740,  Dec.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  957. 
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St.  Cloud,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  481,  File  No.  3740," April  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  818. 
St.  Croix  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  242. 
St.  Croix  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Simonaon  v.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  242. 
St.  Johnsbury  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Vermont,  No.  320,  May  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  26. 
,      id.  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.   (Vt.  No.  320,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  88. 
St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  Application  No.  2735,  May  4,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  329. 
id.  Hastings  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.   (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
St.  Joseph  Gas  Co.,  Marshall  v.   (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
id.  Marshall  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1917F,  1007. 
id.  Marshall  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
id.  Marshall  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  Marshall  v.    (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
id.  Marshall  v.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
id.  Marshall  v.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.  Marshall  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
id.  Marshall  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  1072. 
St.  Joseph  Heating  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  2369,  June  14,  191^)    P.UJl. 
1916F,  30. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2517,  Oct.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2517,  Oct.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  969. 
St.  Joseph  Valley  R.  Co.,* Gush wa  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916P,  1077. 
St.  Lawrence  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6200,  Dec.  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  935. 
St.  Lawrence  County  Pomona  Grange,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No. 

4372,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  702. 
St.  Lawrence  River  Power  Ck).,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4639,  Dec.  30,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916B,  553. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4642,  Dec.  30,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C, 
763. 
St.  Lawrence  Transmission  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6457,  March  21, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  270. 
St.  Louis- AUuwe  Oil  &  Min.  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Order  No.  1020,  Cause  No. 

2434,  Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Farmers*  Elevator  Co.  v.    (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916F, 
979. 
id.  Farmers*  Elevator  Co.  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
id.  Farmers*  Elevator  Co.  v.  (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  830. 
St.  Louis  &  O'F.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  E-346,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916B, 
1064. 
id.   (111.  No.  4520,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.tJ.R.1916B,  936. 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Abeles  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  416. 
id.  Beach  v.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  826. 
id.  Brandon  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  Capps  V.   (Okla.)    P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
id.  Cordia  Timber  Co.  v.    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916E,  689. 
id.  Cordia  Timber  Co.  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
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St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Coyle  v.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
id.  Garrison  Coal  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  960. 
id.  Hamilton  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
id.  Holmes  v.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  10G7. 
id.  Mississippi  R.  Commission  v.   (Miss.)   P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
id.  Mississippi  R.  Commission  v.   (Miss.)   P.UJ1.1916B,  1056. 
St.  Louis,  B.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4894,  Jan.  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
id.  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4896,  Jan.  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  352. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &.  S.  R.  Co.,  Re    (111.  T-116,  Nov.  2,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916D,  364. 
id.   (HI.  No.  4498,  Apr.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  305. 
id.   (La.  Order  No.  2012,  No.  2528,  June  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

352. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.   (La.  No.  2516,  Order  No.  2002, 

May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
id.  Valley  Planing  Mill  Co.  v.   (Ark.)  P.UJ1.1910B,  1066. 
St.  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4432,  Dec.  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916B,  572. 
id.   (111.  E-342,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1060. 
id.   (HI.  No.  4288,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  74. 
id.   (ill.  No.  4967,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
id.   (111.  No.  6540,  Sept.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1040. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-413,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
id.   (111.  No.  4888,  April  28,  1916)   P.U.'R.1916F,  966. 
St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.,  Be   (Ark.  Order  No.  B-161,  Sept.  8, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
St.  Louis,  T.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  5473,  Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1065. 
St.  diary's  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.   938,   Sept.  23,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1050. 
St.  Paul  &  K.  C.  S.  L.  R.  Co.,  Eikenberry  v.   (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 
St.  Paul  Asso.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.    (Minn.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  — 

Minn.  — ,  158  N.  W.  982)   P.U.R.1916F,  947. 
St.  Paul  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3372,  Jan.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1910C, 

156. 
Salamanca  v.  Erie  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  218,  June  22,   1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  20. 
Salem  v.  Salem  Water  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.  U-F-45,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order 

No.  90,  May  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1024. 
Salem  Electric  Light  &  P»  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  764,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916E,  271. 
Salem  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  765,  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  46. 
Salem  Water  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Salem  v.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1024. 
Sale  of  Property  of  Central  Union  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Opinion  of  Atty-Gen. 

Feb.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  279. 
Saline  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4465,  May  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  24. 
id.   (111.  No.  4465,  May  4,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  924. 
id.  (HI.  No8.  4912-A,  6374^8,  5460-B    (3   cases)    Sept.   16,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
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Saline  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5420-B,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
id.   (111.   No8.   4912,  6374,  6450    (3  cases)    Sept.   15,  1916)    P.U.R. 

191  OF,  943. 
14.   (111.  No.  5449,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
id.   (111.  Nos.  4913,  4914,  5374-A,  5460-B  (3  cases)  Sept.  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1039. 
id.  (III.  No.  5420A,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  4465,  Jan.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1102. 
id.   (111.  No.  5449A,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  5420,  Oct.  12,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
id.   (111.  No.  5449-B,  Oct.  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
id.   (111.  Nos.  4757,  4758,  Consolidated,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

24. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4465,  May  4,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  269. 
id.   (111.  No.  5305,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  1049. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  5135,  June  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id.   (111.  No.  4494,  Jan.  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916B,  695. 
id.  (111.  No.  4465,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.L.R.1916C,  753. 
Saline  Valley  Bank,  Morgan  v.   (Kan.  App.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
Saline  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  E-421,  March  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916C, 
565. 
id.  Salisbury  Water  Supply  Co.,  Re    (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L. 
Comrs.  Feb.  10,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  248. 
Salmon  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Cases  Nos.  3393  &  4387, 

Jan.  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916C,  764,  765. 
Sampson  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.   (Me.  Fi  C.  No.  9,  Nov.  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  300. 
San^pson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  June  16, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  Dec.  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  673. 
Samson,  Magee  v.    (Philippine)   P.U.R.1916F,  1013. 
Samuels  v.  Novato  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3610,  Case  No. 

940,  Aug.  31,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  994. 
San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mosel    (Tex.  1915,  —  Tex.  Oiv.  App. 

— ,  180  S.  W.  1138)   P.U.R.1916E,  824. 
San  Antonio  Irrigating  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3049,  App.  No.  619,  Jan. 

19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  749. 
San  Antonio,  U.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4884,  Dec.  21, 
1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
id.   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4898,  Jan.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
San  Bernardino,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2808,  App.  No.  1764,  Oct.  5,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2807,  App.  No.  1786,  Oct.  5,  1915)  P.UJR.1916B, 
420. 
Sanborn-Pekin  Power  Co.,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6430,  April 
13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  40. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6430,  April  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1066. 
San  Carlos  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Westfall  v.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1916E,  195. 
id.  Westfall  v.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
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San  Carlo8  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Westfall  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1016D,  415. 
Sand  Creek  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-107,  Feb.  21,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D, 

791. 
Sanderson  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  No.  6,  1915)  P,U.R. 

1916B,  1059. 
San  Diego,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3210,  Application  No.  1629,  March 

29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 

San  Diego  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3198,  Application  No. 
2147,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  239. 
id.  (Cal.   Dec.    No.   2872,   App.   No.   1941,   Nov.   6,    1915)    P.UJl. 
1916C,  745. 
San  Diego  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2833,  Application  No. 
1883,  Oct.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  476. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2796,  Application  No.  1802,  Sept.  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  101. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3508,  Application  No.  2339,  July  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  24. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3317,  Applications^^.  2119,  2197,  May  8, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
id.  Chula  Vista  v.,  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 
San  Diego  Consol.  Grs  A  E.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  2290,  De- 
cision No.  3380,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  269: 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3280,  Application  No.  2097,  April  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  19. 
id.  Lobby  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.,  Re    (Idaho,  Case  No.  118,  Or<isr  No. 

291,  Oct.  30,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  733. 
Sandusky  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  868,  June  28,  1916)  P.V.R. 

1916F,  47. 
Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  876,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916S, 

280. 
Sandy  River  &  R.  Lakes  R.  (Do.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  89,  Sept.  28,  1915) 

P.UJ1.19I6A,  23. 
San  Fernando,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3012,  Application  No.  1975,  Dec 

30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  71. 

id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3186,  Application  No.  2051,  March  25,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  71. 

San  Francisco  Artichoke  Growers'  Asso.  v.  Ocean  Shore  R.  Co.   (Cal. 

Dec.  No.  2927,  Case  No.  838,  Nov.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  739. 

San  Francisco,  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Application  No.  1743,  March 

20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  310. 
San  Francisco,  N.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2959,  Case  No.  322, 
Dec.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  894. 
id.  Padrotti  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
id.  Padrotti  v.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916E,  826. 
San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3425, 
Application  No.  1951,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  353. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3381,  Application  No.  2255,  May  26,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  21. 
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San  Franciaco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2955,  App. 
No.  1971,  Dec.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  746. 
id.  Alameda  Improv.  Club  v.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1075. 
id.  Rockridge  Improv.  Aaso.  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1075. 
San  Gabriel   Valley   Water   Co.,   Granada   Park  Water   Committee  t. 

P.U.R.1916B,  895. 
Sanitary  Dist^  Re   (111.  No.  4569,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  983. 
San  Joaquin  &  K.  River  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Fink  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E, 

667. 
San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3121,  Application 
No.  2072,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  237. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2923,  App.   No.   1965,  Nov.  20,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  746. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3489,  Application  No.  2354,  July  7,  1916) 
P.UJL1916F,  23. 
San  Jose  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2895,  Case  No.  818, 

Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
San  Joee  Water   Co.,   Re    (Cal.   Application   No.   2176,   Decision  No. 
3320,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3320,  Application  No.  2176,  May  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  19. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3320,  Application  No.  2176,  May  10,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  284. 
San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  Ri  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3290,  Case  No. 

938,  Application  No.  2043,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  90. 
Santa  Barbara  &  Suburban  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3044,  Appli- 
cation No.  2025,  Jan.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  274. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3044,  App.  No.  2025,  Jan.  15,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  698. 
id.  Hammond  v.    (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1075. 
Santa  Barbara  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3396,  Application 

No.  2269,  June  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Santa  Catalina  Island  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3422,  Application  No. 

2335,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
Santa  Fe  Gold  &  Copper  Min.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (N. 
M.  Cause  No.  15,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (N.  M.  1916,  —  N.  M.  — ,  155 
Pac.  1093)  P.UJ1.1916E,  194. 
Santa  Fe  Land  &  Improv.  Ck).,  Armstrong  v.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
Santa  Fe  R.  Co.,  Re    (Ariz.   Docket  No.  296,   Dec.  30,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  308. 
Santa  Maria  Gas  A  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3411,  Application  No. 
2323,  June  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
id.  (Cal.  Application  No.  1485,  April  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  239. 
id.  (Cal.  Application  No.  1838,  Decision  No.  3233,  April  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  240. 
id.  Midland  Counties  Public  Service  Corp.  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916E, 
239. 
Santa  Paula  Waterworks,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3609,  Application  No. 
2454,  Aug.  31,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
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Santoa,  Re   (Philippine,  Case  No.  760,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1016F, 

915. 
Sapulpa  Ref.  Co.  v.  Central  Light  «fc  Fuel  Co.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2420, 

Order  No.  1050,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Saticoy  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3041,  App.  No.  1991,  Jan.  14, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  749. 
Saunders  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5388,  April  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  666. 
Saunemin  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (111.  No. 

4080,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  317. 
Savannah  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4699,  March  9,  1916)  P.U.R 

191 6E,  306. 
Scalzo  V.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  778,  Jan.  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1004. 
Scarsdale,  Re    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5076,  Oct.  7,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  991. 
Schaff,  Citizens  Teleph.  C!o.  v.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
Schenectady  Illuminating  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2691,  April 

27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  41. 
Schenectady  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6646,  Sept.  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
Schenectady  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6422,  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  255. 
id.  Colonic  Improv.  Asso.  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 
Schickert  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  k  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1059. 
Schlaflf  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.   (N.  H.  D-279,  June  23,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  97. 
Schmidt,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3271,  Application  No.  2168,  April  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 
Schmidt  Bros.   &  Co.   v.   Clayton   County    (Iowa,   Docket  No.   E-220, 

Sept.  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Schneider  &  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  4223,  July  20,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F,  926. 

id.   (111.  No.  5284,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
Schooley,  Shafer  v.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
id.  Shafer  v.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
id.  Shafer  v.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Schuberth  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (lU.  No.  2693,  Jan.  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
Schuyler  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4436,  Dec.  23,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916B, 

573. 
id.   (111.  No.  4436,  Dec.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  661. 
Schwadron  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6208,  Sept.  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Schwarz  v.  Woodhaven  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Nob.  1787,  1807,  May  25, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  851. 
Scioto  Valley  Traction  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  754,  Feb.  21,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  271. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  780,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  279. 
.  id.   (Ohio,  No.  811,  Apr.  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D.  268. 
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ScottsYille  Sand  &  Grayel  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No. 
5280,  Dec.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1062. 
id.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5280,  Dec. 
16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  911. 
Seranton  R.  Co.  v.  Owens  (Pa.  Complaint  No.  442)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 

id.  V.  Wilson   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  443)   P.U.R.1916D,  25. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  489,  File  No.  3696,  May 
26,  1915)    P.U.R.i916E,  827. 
id.   (Fla.   Order   No.   488,   File   No.  3505,  May  26,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  826. 
id.   (Fla.   Order  No.  512,  File  No.  3696,  April   19,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  827. 
id.  V.  Railroad  Commission   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  240  U.  S.  324, 
60  L.  ed.  — ,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  260)   P.U.R.1916E,  352. 
Searsport  Water  Co.,  Colcord  v.    (Me.)    P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
Seattle,   R.   &   S.   R.   Co.,   Washington   Public   Service   Commission   v. 

(Wash.)   P.r.R.1916F,  1083. 
Seattle  Taxicab  &  Transfer  Co.,  State  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916E,  807. 

id.  State  v.    (Wash.)    P.U.R.1916E,  805. 
Second  Ave.  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.  CMe  No.  2108,  July  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916K,  1081. 
Security  &  Invest.  Co.,  Re  (Iowa,  Docket  A-2384,  Oct.  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  987. 
Semmes  Motor  Line,  Re  (D.  C.  Order  No.  185,  P.  U.  C.  No.  2061,  July 

26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
Seneca-Gorhara  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6222,  June 

13,  1916)    P.U.R.1910F,  43. 
Seneca  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5272, 

Oct.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Seneca  Power  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Ca«e  No.  5416,  April  20,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  970. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5416,  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

40. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5416,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  271. 
Seneca  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5311,  May  10, 

1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  934. 
Sensenig   v.   Lancaster   &   Y.    Furnace   Street   R.   Co.    (Pa.    Complaint 

Docket  No.  260,  Nov.  16,  1915)    P.U.R.IOIOF,  1101. 
Sewell,  Re    (D.  C.  Order  No.  192,  P.  U.  C.  No.  2157,  Oct.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
Seyk  V.  Kewaunee,  G.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  May  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

824. 
Shafer  v.  Schooley  (Mo.  Case  No.  672,  Dec.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  288. 
id.  V.  Schooley    (Colo.   Case  No.   672,  Dec.  4,   1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

626. 
id.  V.  Schooley  (Mo.  Case  No.  672,  Dec.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
Shaffer,  Re  (Wis.  Oct.  4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  950. 

id.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3990,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  672.  • 

Shakopee  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Minn.  Nov.  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  562. 
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Shane  &  Son,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2275,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
Shank  &  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  651,  Nov.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  563. 
Shannon  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  378,  Nov. 

16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  1068. 
Shaw  V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  242,  Dec  17, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  1067. 

Shawl  V.   Cincinnati,  S.   &  M.  R.  Co.    (Mich.  D-966,  Nov.  12,  1915) 

P.U.R1916B,  428. 
Shaw  Mfg.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U-116,  April  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  284. 
Shawnee,  Re   (Wis.  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  824. 
Shawnee  Ice  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  Natural  Gas.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  1979, 

Order  No.  981,  Nov.  2,  1915)   P.U.Ra916A,  207. 
Shaw  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  Sept.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  909. 
id.   (Wis.  Sept.  30,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  953. 
id.   (Wis.  Sept.  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1018. 
id.  Faast  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  290. 
Sheets,  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916E,  869. 
ShelbyviUe  Gas  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  5292,  July  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

959. 
Shelter  Island  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Long  Island  R  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist. 

Case 'No.  5544,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
Shepard,  Simpson  v.  (Wash.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
Shepard    Drainage   Dist.    v.    Eimerman    (Wis.    Oct.    18,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  950. 
Sheridan  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  April  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  988. 
Sheriff  Street  Market  &  Storage  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  680,  Dec  7,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  580. 
Sherman  v.  South  Shore  Nat.  Gas  A  Fuel  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4894, 

Nov.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
Shipments  of  Live  Stock,   Re    (111.  No.  3997,  Nov.  11,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  313. 
Shipowners,  Re    (Philippine,  Case  No.  761,  April  19,  1916  &  May  3, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1012. 

Shippers  Traffic  Rule,  Re  (Ark.  Order  No.  B-160,  Sept.  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 6F,  960. 
Shirley  v.  Geneva,  S.  F.  &  A.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5488, 

Aug.  16,  1910)  P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 
Shirley  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Dec.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  676. 
Shoemaker  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1621,  Feb. 

23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  92. 
Shreveport  Chamber   of   Commerce  v.  Railroads  West  of  Mississippi 

River   (La.  No.  1677,  Order  No.  1943,  Nov.  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  322. 
Shreveport,  H.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4898,  Jan.  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  352. 
Shryock  v.  Zanesville    (Ohio,  1916,  92  Ohio  St.  376,  110  N.  E.  937) 

P.IT.R.1916F,  974. 
Shuemaker,  Wolfley  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 

^hults,  Re    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  310,  Jan.   12,   1916)    P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
Shumway,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  328,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
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Bhuster  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  May  3,  1916)    P.UJt. 

1916E,  203. 
Sibley,  L.  B.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Ex  parte  No.  2376,  Order  No.  1959, 

Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
Sibley  Warehouse  k  Storage  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5418~A,  Oct.  5,  1916) 

P.I/.R.1916F,  1019. 
Sidney  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  685,  Nov.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A, 

481. 
Sierra  &  S.  F.  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3206,  Application  No. 

20S2,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.1.1916F,  962. 
Sierra  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  DedsioA  No.  3258,  Application  No.  3268,  April 
17,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
id.  Calaveras  County  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  910. 
Silver  Creek  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5462,  April  27, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1067. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5633,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  936. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5461,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  935. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5581,  July  13,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1046. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5460,  April  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1057. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6304,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
40. 
Silverton  Lumber  Co.,  Re   (Or.  F-477,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  76,  Feb.  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  80. 
Silvino  Lim,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  780,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1093. 
id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  780,  May  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 
SimoBson  v.  St.  Croix  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  June  20,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916E,  242. 
Simpson,  Mut.  Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (111.  No.  6461,  Oct.  5,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  944. 
Sims  &  Giles  v.  New  Iberia  &  N.  R.  Co.  (La.  Order  No.  2015,  No.  2518, 

June  21,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Siskiyou  County,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3208,  Application  No.  2042, 

March  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  72. 
Sixth  &  Seventh  Ward  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(111.  No.  2951,  Consolidated,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  84. 
Skelley-Sankey  Co.,  Lowrey  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  960. 

id.  Lowrey  v.  (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  959. 
Sloan  Service  Co.  v.  Woodbury  County  (Iowa,  Docket  No.  E-179,  Jan. 

19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
Smith,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5225,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  552. 

id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3107,  Application  No.  2071,  Feb.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  35^. 
id.  V.  Bunsen   Coal   Co.    (Ind.   No.    1662,   Dec.   23,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1072. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  2114,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

92. 
id.  V.  Wyantskill   Hydro-Electric   Co.    (N.   Y.   2d  Dist   Case  No. 
6670,  Sept.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
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Smith  &  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  5216,  July  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
Smith,  B.  &  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  772,  May  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1013. 
id.  Cebu  Lumber  Co.  v.   (PhUippine)   P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Smith's  Electric  Light  &  P.  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6259,  Nov. 

18,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  697. 
Snider  Preserve  Co.  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  k.  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No. 

1938,  May  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Snyder,  Baker  v.  (111.)  P.UJia9iaD,  4. 

id.  Quincy  R.  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.4J.R.1916D,  4. 
Solvay  Process  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  X^578;  May  10,  1916)    P.U.R.19ME, 
77. 
id.   (Mich.  X-6878,  May  10,   1916)    P.U.R.1916E,  77. 
Somerset  Dairy  0>-operation  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  dTomplaint 
Docket  No.  385,  March  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  823. 
id.  V.  Baltimore   4^  a   R.   Co.    <Pa.   Complaint  Docket   No.  ^85, 
March  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Somerset  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  182,  Aug.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1078. 
Songer  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1445,  AprU  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  66. 
Soo  Terminal  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  5418-B,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1019. 
Sorenson,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3611,  Application  No.  2260,  Aug.  31, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  994. 
Southampton,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5244,  Jan.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

67. 
South  Bend,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1966,  Dec.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  574. 
id.  V.  Indiana  &  M.  Electric  Co.   (Ind.  Nos.  643  and  569,  Feb.  23, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
id.  V.  Indiana  &  M.  Electric  Co.   (Ind.  Nos.  643  and  659,  Feb.  23, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
South  Bend  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2319,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  30. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2320,  May  26,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  30. 
South  Buffalo  Milk  Dealers*  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case 

No.  5380,  March  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
South   Dakota  &  W.  R.   Co.,  Re    (S.   D.  Order  No.   F-266,  April  24, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  240. 
Southeastern  Ohio  R.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  725,  Jan.  6,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  580. 
Southern  California  Edison  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  2199,  May 
22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  272. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2199,  Decision  No.  3360)    P.U.R.1916F, 

21. 
id.  Basler  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.RaoiOF,  1001. 
id.  Basler  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Southern  California  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2989,  App.  No.  1995, 
Dec.  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C,  747. 

For  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  mnte,  pp*  &7l-^0^* 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  ABSTRACTED.  775 

Southern  California  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  8629,  Application 

No.  2630,  Sept.  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3527,  Application  No.  2398,  July  20^  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  1036. 
Southern  Classification,  Re    (Tenn.  Nov.  6,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
Southern  Coal,  Coke  &  Min.  Co.  v.  VandaUa  R.  Co.    (III.  No.  4161, 

Apr.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  ▼.  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A. 

1915,  —  C.  C.  A.  — ,  228  Fed.  335)  P.U.R.1916E,  626. 
Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  2271,  Decision 

No.  3360,  May  22,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  21. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3493,  Application  No.  2387,  July  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  23. 
id.  (C^L  Decision  No.  2869,  Application  No.  1939,  Nov.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3566,  Application  No.  2430,  Aug.  10,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  919. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3567,  Application  No.  2429,  Aug.  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
id.   (CaL  Decision  No.  3563,  Application  No.  2431,  Aug.  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  919. 
Id.  (Cal.  Application  No.  2271,  Decision  No.  8360,  May  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  272. 
id.  (Cal.  App.  No.  1198,  Dee.  No.  2755,  Sept.  15,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  571. 
Southern  Exp.  Co.,  Re   (Miss.  No.  4322,  May  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

999. 
id.   (Miss.  No.  4275,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  546. 
Southern  Idaho  Water  Power  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-119,  Order 

No.  316,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R,1916B,  694. 
Southern  Illinois  Gas  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5032,  June  21,  1916)   P.UJl. 

1916F,  925. 
Southern  Illinois  Light  A  P.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4547-4648,  Feb.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  754. 
id.   (lU.  No.  C-932,  Feb.  3,  1916)    P.U.R.1916C,  662. 
id.   (111.  No.  4402,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  700. 
id.  (111.  No.  4757,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  243. 
id.   (111.  No.  C-963,  Feb.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.191CC,  562. 
id.   (ni.  No.  5330,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E.  1049. 
id.   (111.  No.  4775,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  306. 
id,   (111.  No.  4072,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1016E,  269. 
id.   (111.  No.  4755,  March  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  243. 
id.   (111.  Cose  No.  4870,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.   (111.  No.  5192,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  925. 
id.   (111.  No.  5190,  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  925. 
id.  (DL  No.  5054,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1003. 
id.   (111.  No.  4924,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  965. 
id.  (Dl.  No.  5191,  July  13,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4869,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
id.  V.  Norton   (lU.  No.  4009,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  987. 
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Southern  minois  Ry.  t  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4579,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916C,  753. 
Southern  Indiana  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2183,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  928. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  2136,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Southern  Michigan  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-970,  Nov.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  479. 
Southern  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-524,  July  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  36. 
Southern  Mineral  &■  Land  Improv.  Co.  t.  Railroads    (La.  Order  No. 

1983,  No.  1572,  April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
Southern  New  York  Power  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  CtLBe  No.  5482,  Aug. 

8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1048. 
Southern  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  304,  Dec.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  419. 
id.   (Or.  F-469,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  73,  Feh.  4,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E.  79. 
id.   (Or.  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  82,  F-472,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  80. 
id.  (Or.  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  83,  F-442,  April  26,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1016E,  822. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  1744,  March  20.  1916)  P.U.R1916D,  310. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3159,  Application  No.  1878,  March  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  309. 
id.  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  330,  April  10,  1916)  P.UJR.1916D,  236. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3383,  Application  No.  2294,  May  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  827. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3436,  Case  No.  214-A,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916E,  619. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3272,  Application  Nos.  2151,  2152,  April  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  272. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3354,  Application  No.  2251,  May  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  73. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3171,  Application  No.  2116,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  71. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3440,  Case  No.  214-E,  June  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  619. 
id.  (Cal.  Application  No.  1966,  Decision  No.  3351,  May  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  73. 
id.  (Or.  Order  No.  Ill,  F-491,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F,  952. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3485,  Application  No.  2106,  July  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3272,  Application  Nos.  2151,  2162,  April  21, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3353,  Application  No.  2278,  May  22,  1916) 

'   P.U.R.1916F,  962. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3274,  Application  No.  2187,  April  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  19. 
id.  Earlimart  Progressive  Club  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
id.  Earlimart  Progressive  Club  v.  (Oal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  818. 
id.  Fresno  Traffic  Asso.  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  739. 
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Southern  P.  Co.,  Holt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1027. 

id.  Kneirr  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1016B,  1059. 

id.  Murpheyy.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  701. 

id.  Northern  P.  S.  S.  Co.  v.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916D,  359. 

id.  River  Bros.  Co.  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1026. 

id.  V.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.    (Cal.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Cal.  — , 
•  LJt.A.  — ,  — ,  159  Pac.  865)  P.UJ1.1916F)  1022. 
Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Miss.  Nov.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 

id.   (111.  L-1082,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  934. 

id.   (111.  No.  4441,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 

id.   (Miss.  No.  4261,  Sept.  8,  1915)  P.U.R1916D.  325. 

id.   (111.  No.  4027,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  312. 

id.   (111.  No.  4978,  April  20,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F,  965. 

id.  Barber-Paschal  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  Brogden  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 

id.  Cherryfleld  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 

id.  Commission  v.   (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916D,  326. 

id.  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916D,  325. 

id.  Commission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 

id.  Duke  &  Vicinity  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 

id.  Frick  Co.  v.  (Tenn.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 

id.  Guilford  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.  1916F,  1028. 

id.  Highway  Comrs.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  421. 

id.  Huntingburg  Dry   Pressed   Brick  Co.   v.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1027. 

id.  Louden  v.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 

id.  Luden  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  194. 

id.  Newton  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916E,  825. 

id.  Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 

id.  Railroad  CJommission  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 

id.  V.  Railroad  Commission   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  236  U.  S.  439,  59  L. 
ed.  661,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  304)  P.U.R.1916F,  167. 

id.  Sampson  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916B,  673. 

id.  Southern  Timber  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  (N.C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Southern  Timber  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June 
15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 

id.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.C.)  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Southern  Traction  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5471,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
944. 

id.   (111.  No.  5471,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.lOieF,  1040. 
Southern  Wisconsin  R.  Co.,  Cloukey  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 

id.  Coombs  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
South  Haven  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1004,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

760. 
South  Omaha  Live  Stock  Exch.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb. 

Formal  Complaint  No.  285,  April  1,  1!»16)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
South  Shore  Nat.  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.,  Sherman  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B, 

700. 
South  Side  Sewer  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  App.  No.  2645,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R. 
191GC,  762. 
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Southwestern  Bell  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Nos.  4658,  k  4907,  May  31, 1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  973. 
id.  (111.  No.  4673,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1026. 
id.   (111.  No.  4197,  Dec.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  661. 
id.   (111.  No.  4198,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.  191 6B,  572. 
id.   (111.  No.  4196,  Dec.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  698. 
Southwestern   Home  ^leleph.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3254,-  Appli- 
cation No.  2117,  April  16,  1916)  P.U.R.191^,  18. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3632,  Application  No,  2248,  Sept.  8,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
Spafford  v.  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3266,  Case  No. 
858,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
id.  V.  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3266,  Case  No. 
858,  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1030. 
Sparland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5462,  Sept.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
927. 
id.   (111.  No.  5462,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  944. 
id.   (111.  No.  5462,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1040. 
Spear  v.  Bremerton   (Wash.  1916,  90  Wash.  507,  156  Pac.  826)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  974. 
Special  Authority,  F.  W.  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Application  No.  141, 
Sup.  1  to  Authority  No.  87,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  354. 
Spencer  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-1056,  Aug.  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  37. 
Spencer  Light,  P.  H.  &  W.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2366,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  878. 
Spiceland,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2457,  Oct.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1042. 
Spokane,  Ankeny  V.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  975. 
Spokane  International  R.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho  Case  No.  119,  Order  No.  299, 

Nov.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Graham  v.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
Spooner,  Re  (Wis.  Dec.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  824. 
Sprague,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5610,  July  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916r, 
946. 
id.   (N.  Y.Case  No.  5448,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  6. 
Spraker  v.  Great  Northern  R,  Co.   (Wis.  Nov.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B, 

1054. 
Sprang  Clay-Products  Co.  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  517,  July 

28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
Spring  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Wis.  May  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1074. 
id.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

824. 
id.  T.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 
870. 
Springfield  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ohio  No. 

762,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Springfield  Drain  Tile  Co.  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (Ill  No.  4016,  April  6, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  360. 
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Springfield  Gas  k  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3875,  Jan.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

562. 
id.  V.  Barker   (U.  8.  Dift.  Ct.  1915,  231  Fed.  331)   P.U.R.1916E, 

477. 
Springfield  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  860,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

272. 
Springfield  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.RJ916F,  931. 
Springfield  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  Ohio,  No.  647,  Jan.  26,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  766. 
Springfield  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  786,  Nov.  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916A,  478. 
Spring  Lake  Packet  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4063,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

312. 
Springport,  Re  (Mich.  X-6044.  Dec.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  427. 
Springvale  Aqueduct  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U.  No.  97,  Jan.  25,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  758. 
Spring  Valley  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  4493,  March  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  923. 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1022. 
Springview   Exch  Teleph   Co,  Re    (Neb  Application  No  2608,  May  3, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  793. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2608,  May  3,  1916)  P.UJ^.1916E,  292. 
Standard  Brick  Mfg.  Co.,  Ro  (Ck>nn.  No    1921,  Jan.  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  420. 
Standard  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  El-8,  Oct.  19.  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Standard  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M-  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  (Wis.  April 

18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
Standard  Oil  Co.,  Re    (Cal.   Dec.  No.   3129,  App.  No.  2100,  Feb.  26, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  600. 
Standard  Slag  Co.,  Youngstown  &  S.  S.  R.  Co.  v.   (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E, 

98. 
Standish  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1045,  June  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
Standpoint  &  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-148,  Order  No. 

384,  Oct.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1077 
Stanley  v.  Chicago  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4944,  Oct.  12,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,   1065. 
Stanley  &  Sons  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  76,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1028. 
Starks  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan.  17, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
State  y.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Neb.  — , 

169  N»  W.  410)   P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
id.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
id.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
id.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
id.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
id.  V.  Corsicana  Petroleum  Com.   (Okla.  Case  No.  2381,  Order  No. 

1022,  Feb.  18,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  886. 
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State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  (Fla.  1916, 

—  Fla.  — ,  71  So.  643)   P.U.R.1916E,  828. 
id.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
id.  ex  rel.  Shaver  v.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  (Iowa  Sup.  Ct.  —  Iowa,  — , 

154  N.  W.  678,  1915^   P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
id.  ex  rel.  Burr  v.  Jacksonyille  Terminal  Co.    (Fla.  1916,  —  Fla. 

— ,  71  So.  474)   P.U.R.1916E,  825. 
id.  ex  rel.   Randall  v.  Litchfield    (Kan.)    97   Kan.   592,  155  Pac. 

814)   P.U.R.1916D,  886. 
id.  Missouri,  O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916E,  822. 
id.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  169. 
id.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  977. 
id.  V.  Orange  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1915,  —  Tex.  Civ. 

App.  — ,  181  S.  W.  494)   P.U.R.1916F,  167. 
id.  V.  Phoenix  R.  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  3,  Feb.  25,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  981. 
id.  V.  Seattle  Taxicab  &  Transfer  Co.   (Wash.  1916,  —  Wash.  — , 

156  Pac.  837)   P.U.R.1916E,  805. 
id.  V.  Seattle  Taxicab  &  Transfer  Co.   (Wash.  1916,  —  Wash.  — , 

156  Pac.  837)   P.U.R.1916E,  807. 
State  Commission  of  Highways,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2673,  March  16, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  86. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2966,  April  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  3888,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2485,  March  14,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  86. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4611,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5117,  Oct.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  422. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2109,  March  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  87. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4440,  Sept.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
State   Highway   Commissioner,   Re    (Conn.   Docket   No.   1658,  Jan.   5, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 
Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  5896,  March  30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  365. 
Stoten  Island  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1908,  July  9,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  «5. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (111. 

Twelfth  Supplemental  Order  3471,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

315. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &   S.  F.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3633,  Apr.  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4224,  Dec.  2.  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
id.  V.  Aurora,   E.   &  C.  R.   Co.    (111.  No.   2214,  March   24,   1916) 

P.UJ1.1916D,  304. 
id.  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4588,  May  11,    1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4483,  March  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  668. 
id.  V.  Belt  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3632,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  360 
id.  V.  Bowsher   (111.  No.  4141,  Jan.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  958. 
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State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  C.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Ca   (111.  No.  3071, 

April  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  301. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  2728,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  672. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  4528,  July  27,  1916)  P.UJR. 

1916F,  1065. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  M.  E.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3737,  June  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 6F,  1008. 
id.  ex  rel.  Toluca  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (111. 

No.  3865,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  317. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3810,  Nov.  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  312. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3929,  Ist,  2d,  & 

3d  supplements  thereto  &  No.  3471   (3d  Sup.)  Apr.  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  910. 
id.  V.  Commonwealth   Edison   Co.    (111.   No.   4558,  Jan.   27,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  201. 
id.  V.  Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.  (111.  No.  4698,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1077. 
id.  V.  Illinois   C.   R.   Co.    (111.   No.   4655,   May   11,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  91. 
id.  V.  Illinois   C.   R.   Co.    (111.   No.   3075,   March   16,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  304. 
id.  ex  rel.  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  Sup.  Ct.  1916, 

—  111.  —,  113  N.  E.  162)  P.U.R.1916F,  910. 
id.  V.  Illinois  Midland  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  4975,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  985, 
id.  V.  Jacksonville  R.  &  Light  Co.    (111.  No.  6603,  Oct.  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  3060. 
id.  V.  Lowrey  (III.  No.  3019,  Apr.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.  V.  Toledo,  P.  &  W.  R.  Co.. (111.  No.  4819,  May  18,  1916)  P.UJt. 

191 6E,  827. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3433,  Dec.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D, 

360. 
id.  r.  Wabash  R.  Co.    (111.  No,  4691,  July  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

984. 
State  Roads  Commission,  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

915. 
Staunton  Gas  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4641,  Feb.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  764. 
Steele  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4233,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  551. 
Steep  Falls  Lighting  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U-100,  Feb.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

270. 
Steil  V.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.   (Wis.  Jan.  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  684. 
Stephenson    County   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (111.   No.   5091,   July   28,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  943. 
id.   (III.  No.  5215,  July  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1038. 
Sterling  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.    (Mich.  D-1053, 

Sept.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1066. 
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Sterling  Water  Co.,  Re   (III.  Docket  No8.  5166  &  5166,  Aug.  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  29. 
Steubenville  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  777,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C, 

767. 
Stevens  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6177,  Sept.  7,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Stillman  Valley  Electric  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  6421,  Aug.  25,  1916)  P.UJt. 

1916F,  1039. 
id.  (111.  No.  5421,  Aug.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  5421,  Aug.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
Sting  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  Case  No.  835,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1072. 
Stinnett  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  Jan.  24, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  68. 
Stinson,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3000,  Application  No.  1961,  Dec.  24, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 

id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3000,  Application  No.  1961,  Dec.  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1089. 
Stirewalt  v.  Consolidated  Canal  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3297,  Case  No. 

916,  April  29,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1090. 
Stitt  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C:  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1687,  Feb.  22, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  92. 

Stocker,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3334,  Application  2226,  May  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  865. 
Stockton  Elevator  &  Shipping  Asso.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Kan.  1916, 

97  Kan.  235,  164  Pac.  1126)   P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
id.  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (Kan.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  97  Kan.  235,  164 

Pac.  1126)  P.U.R.1916F,  1065. 
Stockton  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4908,  Aug.  8,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

943. 
Stockton  Terminal  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3393,  Applica- 
tion No.  2236,  June  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Stohler  ▼.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1612,  April  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
Stokes  Mill  Co.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  P-214,  Feb.  11, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  349. 
Stonington,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1449,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A, 

26. 
S;tory  County,  Alpha  Electric  Asso.  v.   (Iowa)   P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Stoughton,  Re  (Wis.  Sept.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
Stout.  Re  (111.  No.  5085,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  278. 

id.  V.  Clayton  Teleph.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1320,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  790. 
Strachan  &  Mac  Murray  v.  Philippine  R.  Co.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  81, 

Sept.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  886. 
Street  Railway  Service,  Re   (D.  C.  Aug.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Stronghurst  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4147,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.IL1916B, 

698. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-305,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  661. 
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StronghoTBt  Teleph.  Co.  and  Lomex  Town  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4231,  Jan. 

13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
Strontia  Springs  Sanitarium  Co.  ▼.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.   (Colo.  Case 

No.  78,  Aug.  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1008. 
id.  y.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.   (Colo.  Case  No.  78,  Aug.  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
Stuhlmiller  Mantel  Works  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5347, 

Dec.  16,  1916)  P.UJL1916B,  671. 
Sturgis  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-309,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  760. 
Stntsmani  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.   (N.  D.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  63. 
id.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.   Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.    (N.  D.)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  68. 
Suburban  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3072,  App.  No.  1958,  Jan.  29, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  750. 
Suelflehm  &  Seefeld  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Ck>.    (Wis.  Feb.  16, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  201. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  Feb.  16,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  358. 
Suffolk  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  1003,  Nov.  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  905. 
Sugar  Groye  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  442,  Feb.  24,  1916)    P.UJt. 

1916C,  607. 
Suisun  &^  G.  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (CaL  Decision  No.  3027,  Applica- 
tion No.  1964,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  788. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3027,  App.  No.  1954,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

102. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3027,  App.  No.  1954,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.UJt.l916C, 

102. 
Sullivan  County  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1982,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  756. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2247,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2248,  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
Sullivan  County  R.  Co.,  Keefe  v.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 

id.  v.  Keefe  (N.  H.  No.  D-190,  July  19,  1916)   P.U.R.i916F,  949. 
Sunfield  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  T-101,  Dec.  31,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  158. 
Superintendent  of  Streets,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  309,  May  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  69. 
Superior  Gravel  &  Sand  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Com- 
plaint No.  288,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
Superior  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  D-1016,  Apr.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

250. 
id.  (Mich.  D-10l6,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  36. 
Suspension  of  Ice  Cream  Rates,  Re  (Ohio,  I.  &  S.  Docket  No.  11,  Sept. 

26,  1916)  P.UJEL1916F,  1000. 
Sutter-Butte  Canal  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3179,  Application  No. 

239,  March  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  239. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3029,  App.  No.  2007,  Jan.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

748. 
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Sutter-Butte  Canal  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3042,  App.  No.  2044,  Jan. 

14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  749. 
Swain,  Re  (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1650-1,  Order  No.  180,  March  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  5. 
Swain  Highway  Commission  v.  Appalachian  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  Dec.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  423. 
Swan  ton  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  850,  June  20,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  46. 
Sweden  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-157,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1043. 
Sweetwater  Water  (Do.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3008,  App.  No.  1942,  Dec. 

29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  733. 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.    (Ohio,  1916,  —  Ohio  St.  — , 

L.R.A.— ,  — ,  112  N.  E.  212)  P.U.R.1916E,  478. 
Switching,  Re  (Ark.  File  HMG-M-10,  Order  No.  B-126,  March  4,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  359. 
Syracuse  &  N.  Transp.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6643,  Sept. 

19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  914. 
Syracuse  &  S.  B.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  5840,  Feb.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  344. 
Syracuse  &  Suburban  R.  Co.,'Fayetteville  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  998. 
Syracuse  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5267,  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  697. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4317,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  43. 

Tabacalera  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  714,  Jan.  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  768. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  737,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  48. 
id.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  754,  March  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  48. 
Tacoma  Eastern  R.  Co.,  Pierce  County  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916E,  82. 
Taggart  Bros.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5229,  (3ct.  5, 
1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  670. 
id.  New   York   C.   R.   Co.    (N.   Y.   Case   No.   5239,   Oct.   7,   1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y  Case  No.  52.34,  Oct.  5,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191  OB,  070. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5233,  Oct.  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5232,  Oct.  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5231,  Oct.  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5230,  Oct.  5,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  670.  . 

Tamms  Ice,  Light  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4424,  July  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  4434,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  28. 
Tampanga  v.  Manila  R.  Co.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  641,  Jan.  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
Tarkio  Electric  &  Water  Co.  v.  Page  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-176,  Dec. 
21,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
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Taunton  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass,  Nov.  4.  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  697. 
Taylor,  Re  (Ohio,  So.  247,  July  6,  1916)  P.U,R.1916E,  200. 

id.  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.  1916,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  865) 
P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
Tecumseh  Teleph.  Co.,  Remua  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
912. 
id.  Remus  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  v.   (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1017. 
id.  Remus  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  867,  June  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

46. 
Telephone  Cos.,  Re  (S.  D.  F-237,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  862. 
Telephone  Rates  at  Mayo,  Re  ( Fla.  Order  No.  494,  File  No.  T-lOO,  July 

21,  1915)  P.u'r.1916D,  788. 
Temple  Farmers  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  U-113,  March  28,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  246. 
Templeton,  County  Gas.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)  P.U.R  1916F,  1029. 
Templeton  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  t.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 

(Wis.  April  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  262. 
Terminal  Railroad  of  East  St.  Louis,  Re  (111.  No.  4279,  Dec  2,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916B,  934. 
Terminal  R.  Assc,  Re  (111.  No.  4536,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  755 
id.   (111.  No.  4536,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  755. 
id.   (111.  No.  4043,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916C,  764. 
Terminal  Taxicab  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1030. 

id.  (D.  C.  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
Terre  Haute  Furniture  &  Carpet  Co.  v.  Terre  Haute,  I.  &  E.  Traction 
Co.  (Ind.  No.  2227,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
id.  V.  Terre  Haute,  I.  &  E.  Traction  Co.    (Ind.  No.  2227,  July  7, 
1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  878. 
Terre  Haute,  I.  &  E.  Traction  Co.,  Brown  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
id.  Lutz  V.  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  424. 
id.  Paitson  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  93. 

id.  Terre  Haute  Furniture  &  Carpet  Co.  v.    (Ind.)    P.U.R.1916E, 
878. 
Terre  Haute  Waterworks  C<w,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2072,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  757. 
Terrell  v.  Terrell  Electric  Light  Co.   (—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  187  S.  W. 

966)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
Terrell  Electric  Light  O.,  Terrell  v.   (Tex.)   P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
Texarkana  Rate  Adjustment,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1594,  Circular  No. 

4880,  Dec.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  351. 
Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Order  No.  2030,  No.  2533,  Sept.  14,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  987. 
id.   (La.  No.  2515,  Order  No.  2001,  May  23,  1916)    P.U.R.1916E, 

827.      . 
id.   (La.  No.  2512,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
id.   (Tex.  Circular  No.  4681,  Nov.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
id.    (La.  No.  2442,  Order  No.  1954,  Dec.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1055. 
id.  Da  Ponte  v.   (La.)  P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
id.  Patin's  Dyke  v.  (La.)  P.U.R.1910F,  1069. 
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Texas  k  P.  B.  Co.,  Powell  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1061. 

id.  Bailroad  Commission  v.  (La.)  P.n.R.1916£,  866. 
Texas  Classification,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4874,  Dec  9,  1916)  P.U,R. 
1916D,  351. 
id.  No.  2,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4866,  Nov.  19,  1915)  P.U.R,1916D, 

350. 
id.  No.  2,  Re  (Tex.  Hearings  Nos.  1711,  1704-1707,    1709,    1710, 

Circular  No.  4882,  Dec.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  351. 
id.  No.  2,  Re  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1674,  Circular  No.  4876,  Dec  13, 
1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  351. 
Texas  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Application  No.  94,  March  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  356. 
Texas  Mexican  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Application  No.  84,  Authority  No.  64, 

Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
Thielke  v.  Albee  (Or.  —  Or.  — ,  163  Pac.  794)  P.UJR.1916D,  6. 

id.  V.  Albee  (Or.  1916,  —  Or.  — ,  163  Pac.  793)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
id.  V.  Albee  (Or.  1915,  —  Or.  — ,  153  Pac.  793)  P.U.R.1916D,  9. 
Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1778,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 
253. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  1976,  Aug.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  276. 
id.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2114,  Aug.  8,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1101. 
id.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  1920,  June  15,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916F, 
980. 
Thompson  v.  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2444,  Order 
No.  1103,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.UJEt.l916F,  960. 
id.v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2283,  Oct.  6, 

1915)    P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
id.  V.  New  York  C.  R,  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  6324,  Nov.  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  671. 
Thompson  Veneer  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  O.  (Ind.  No.  2306, 

July  7,  1916)   P.UJR.1916F,  1027. 
Thomapple  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-937,  March  29,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  249. 
Thracher  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  D-362,  Oct.  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1069. 
id.  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.   (N.  H.  D-362,  Oct.  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1069. 
Tidewater 'Southern  R,  Co.,  Re  (CaL  Decision  No.  3511,  Application  No. 
2420,  July  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1035. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3138,  Case  No.  584,  March  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1105. 
id.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3173,  Application  No.  2041,  March  22,  1016) 
P.U  R.1916D,  239. 
Tingley  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  48,  Nov.  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  673. 
Tioga  Gravel  Co.  v.  Railroads   (T^.  Nos.  2453-2455,  2457-2459,  2465, 
2473,  2477-2479,  Order  No.  1980,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
323. 
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Tipton  V.  Tipton  Light  k  Heating  Co.  (Iowa,  1916,  —  Iowa.  — ,  167  N. 

W.  844)  P.U.R.1916E,  323. 
Tipton  Light  &  Heating  Co.,  Tipton  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916E,  323. 
Tiskilwa  Electric  light  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4765,  March  30,  1916)  P.UJL 
1916D,  244. 
id.  (111.  No.  4765,  March  30,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  928. 
Toledo,  A.  A.  &  J.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-464,  May  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

576. 
Toledo  &  O.  C.  R.  CJo.,  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Toledo  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Morenci  v.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916C,  560. 
Toledo,  B.  G.  A  S.  Traction  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  902,  Oct.  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1051. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  767,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1051. 
Toledo,  C.  k  0.  River  R.  Co..  Re  (Ohio,  No.  716,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  580. 
Toledo-DetroH  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  No*.  D-952,  Aug.  10,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  76. 
Toledo,  P.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4059,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 
304. 
id.  (111.  No.  4787,  March  24,  1916)  P.t:.R.1916F,  964. 
id.  Chatsworth  v.   (HI.)   P.U.R.1916A,  24. 

id.  State  Public   Utilities  Commission  v.    (111.)    P.UJt.l916E,  827. 
Toledo  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  914,  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F, 

48. 
Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2157,  May  26,  1016)   P.U.R, 
1916E,  199. 
id.   (Ind.  Nos.  443  &  1143,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  819. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  829,  Apr.  19,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  258. 
id.   (111.  T-140.  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  No.  4414,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  318. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  851,  May  16,  1016)  P.U.R.1916F,  44. 
id.   (111.  No.  4969,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  25. 
id.   (111.  Docket  No.  5086,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  28. 
id.   (III.  E-312,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
id.  Batchelor  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  93. 
id.  111.  Board  of  Trade  v.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1916D,  321. 
id.  Songer  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  66. 
Tomlinson  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (X.  V.  Case  No.  5408,  March  21,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Tontpah  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3290,  Application  Nos.  2127, 

2128,  April  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
Tooker  Storage  &  Forwarding  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5418-E,  Oct.  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 
Topeka  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  T-158,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

364. 
Topeka  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2058,  Apr.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1918D,  24.3. 
Torrington  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  2101,  Oct.  17, 1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  978. 
Tower  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.    (Wis.  April  19,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916P,  999. 
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Town  Board  of  Alexander,  Re   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5249,  Nov.  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  423. 
Towner,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  334,  May  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  941. 
Township  Committee  v.  General  Water  Supply  Co.  (N.  J.  June  1,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Traction  Light  4fc  P.  Co.,  Bunker  Hill  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1060. 
Traders'  Oil  Co.,  Re    (CaL   Decision   No.  3214,  Application   No.  2066, 

March  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  351. 
id.   (Cal.    Decision    No.    3214,    Application    No.    2066,    March    30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1006. 
Transit  Conditions,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2371,  Dec.  21,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Transit  Privileges,  Re  (Ark.  June  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Bureau,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2567,  Nov. 

22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
Transportation  of  Logs,  He   (Or.  F-461,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  76,  Feb. 

25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1064. 
id.   (Or.  F-461,  P.  S.  C.  Or.  Order  No.  76,  Feb.  25,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  167. 
Trego  V.  Economy  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Illinois,  No.  4152,  Nov.  11, 

1915)   P.U.R.1910A,  923. 
Trego  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  241. 
Trempealeau  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  203. 
Trenton,  Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.  v.  N.  J.  Dist.  Ct.  P.U.R.1916B, 

243. 
Trenton  &  M.  C.  Traction  Corp.  v.  Trenton   (N.  J.  Dist.  Ct.  227  Fed. 

502)  P.U.R.1916B,  243. 
Treyz  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5267,  Oct.  26, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
id.  V.  New  York,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5268,  Oct.  26, 

1915)   P.UJ1.1916B,  670. 
Tribby,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2124,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.L'.R.1916E.  278. 
Tri-City  Elevators  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4611,  Feb.  3,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F, 

921. 
id.   (111.  No.  5246,  July  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  4575,  Feb.  3,  1910)   P.U.R.1916F,  921. 
Tri  City  R.  Co.  v.  Dietz  (111.  No.  .3971.  Apr.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
Tri-County  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  4790,  March  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 

200. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2871,  Jan.  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916C, 

764. 
id.   (IlL  Case  No.  4745,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  564. 
id.  Jones  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  699. 
Tri-County  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5351,  Feb.  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  254. 
Trinity  &  B.  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Circular  No.  4860,  Nov.  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  350. 
id.   (Tex.  Application  No.  38,  Sup.  1  to  Cor.  Authority,  No.  18, 

Feb.  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  355. 
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Tri-State  Phone  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Application  No.  2537,  July  15,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
Tri-State  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.UJta916F, 

1016. 
Tropico,  Re    (Cal.  Decision  No.  2901,  Application  No.  1901,  Nor.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  70. 

Troy  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5694,  Sept.  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

3916F,  956. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5694,  Sept.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  946. 
Trumbull  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  787,  Apr.  27,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  259. 
Tucker  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Sp.  T.  1915,  95  Misc. 

287,  158  N.  Y.  Supp.  959)  P.U.R.1916F,  351. 
id.  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.   (N.  Y.  1915,  95  Misc.  287,  158  N.  Y. 

Supp.  969)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Tuckerton  Water  Co.,  Lane  v.  (N.  J.)   P.UJ1.1916E,  456. 
Tucson,  C.  &  G.  B.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  349,  June  22,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  18. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  281,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  419. 
Tubama  County,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3302,  Application  No.  2126,  May 

1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 
Tujunga  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3105,  App.  No.  2024,  Feb. 

16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  752. 
Tulsa  Traffic  Asso.  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  1026,  Cause 

No.  2392,  Feb.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916K,  620. 
Turner,  Re  (Tnd.  No.  1951,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  551. 

id.  V.  Comanche  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Okla.  Order  No.  1067,  Cause  No. 

2217,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  781. 
Turner  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-89,  Jan.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  576. 
Turners  Palls  Power  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  June  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

33. 
Tuscon  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  Curtis  v.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916E,  196. 
Twenty-eight  Purchasers  of  Nutural  Gas  v.  Eden  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (N,  Y. 

2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4804,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
id.  V.  Eden  Gas  &  Fuel  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4804,  Sept 

29,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F.  1062. 
Twin  City  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2651,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R. 

\9i6F,  1053. 
Twin  Mountain  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-323,  Order  No.  517,  March  31, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  279. 

id.   (N.  H.  D-323,  Orler  No.  517,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  252. 
Twin  State  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-133,  Order  No.  490,  Dec.  23,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  578. 

id.    (N.  Y.  No.  El-12,  March  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  825. 
Two  Rivers,  Re  (Wis.  July  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1025. 
Tyler,  Knight  v.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916F,  975. 

Ucon,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-114,  Order  No.  310,  Dec.  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  699. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  188,  Order  No.  360,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.K. 
1916F,  1022. 
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Uhl,  Re  (IdAko,  CaM  No.  F-162,  Order  No.  386,  Oct.  21,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  921. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-152,  Order  No.  385,  Oct.  21,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  972. 
Ukiak  City,  Re  (Cal.  Decition  No.  3097,  Application  No.  1850,  Feb.  11 

1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  198. 
Ukiah  Water  &  Improv.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  8294,  Application 

No.  2146,  April  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1022. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3202,  Application  No.  2095,  March  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  239. 
Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  6838,  Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D, 

344. 
Unadilla  Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  App.  No.  2684,  Dec.  14,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  168. 
Uniform  &  Adequate  Information,  Re  (Mich.  D-981)  P.U.R.1916F,  905. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounting,  Re  (Mich.  'D-888,  Dec.  28,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916P,  905. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounts  &  Regulations  for  Destruction  of  Records 

of  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Cos.,  Re  (Colo.  General  Order  No.  27,  Oct. 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounts  &  Regulations  (^veming  Destruction  of 

Records  of  Electric  R.  Cos.,  Re  (Colo.  C^rcneral  Order  No.  24, 

Oct.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounts  k  Regulations  to  Govem  Destruction  of 

Records  of  Exp.  Cos.,  Re  (Colo.  General  Order  No.  25,  Oct.  5, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounts  &  Regulations  to  GoTcm  Destruction  of 

Records  of  Sleeping  Car  Cos.,  Re    (Colo.  General  Order  No. 

26,  Oct.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Uniform  System  of  Accounts,  Classification  of  Employees  &  Their  Com- 
pensation,  Re    (Colo.   General   Order   No.   23,   Oct.   6,    1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Union  v.  Binghamton  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6551,  Sept.  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 
Union  Center  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  89. 
id.  T.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Feb.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

99. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

824. 
Union  City  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2346,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

928. 
Union  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  405,  Aug.  14,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1049. 
Union  Depot,  Re    (Okla.  Cause  No.  2386,  Order  No.  1027,  March  6, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  992. 
id.   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2386,  Order  No.  1027,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  826. 
Union  Dry  Goods  Co.  ▼.  Georgia  Public  Service  Corp.   (Ga.  Sup.  Ct. 

1916,  —  Ga.  — ,  89  S.  E.  779)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
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Union  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Georgia  Public  Service  Corp.    (Ga.  1916,  — 

Ga.  — ,  89  S.  E.  779)   P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
Union  Garage  Co.,  Delgado  y.  (Philippine)  P.UJt.l916F,  952. 
Union  Hollywood  Water  Co.,  Be   (Cal.  Decision  Xo.  3658,  Application 
No.  2560,  Sept.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  942. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2892,  Application  No.  1897,  Nov.  9,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916F,  971. 
Union  Home  Teleph.  (Ik).,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  2847,  Application  No. 

1899,  Oct.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  476. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  AppUcation  No.  2745,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1009. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2827,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2542,  Nov.  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2683,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2646,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2679,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2582,  Dec.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2533,  Oct.  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2538,  Oct.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  363 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2566,  Nov.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  326. 
id.   (Wyo.  No.  11,  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  308. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2661,  March  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  362. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2651,  Feb.  23,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  328. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2572,  Nov.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  361. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2599,  Dec.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  327. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2677,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2621,  Jan.  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2539,  Oct.  29,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  363. 
id.  Abts  Co.  V.    (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916E,  416. 
id.  Denver  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1916E,  403. 
id.  Grand  Island  Commercial  Club  v.   (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
id.  Nebraska  Farmers'  Co-op.  Grain  &  Live  Stock  Asso.  v.   (Neb.) 

P.U.R.1916C,  101. 
Id.  V.  Public  Service  Commission   (Mo.  Sup.  Ct.  1916,  —  Mo.  — , 

187  S.  W.  827)  P.U.R.1916F,  38. 
id.  V.    Public    Service   Commission    (Mo.    Sup.    Ct.    1916,   —   Mo. 

— ,  187  S.  W.  827)  P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
id.  Shaw  v.    (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1057. 
Union  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  Case  No.  2124,  Aug.  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1100. 
id.  Denholm  v.   (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Union  Springs  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6135,  April 

27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916r,  41. 
Union  Stock  Yard  &  Transit  Co.,  Re   (III.  No.  4468,  April  13,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  269. 
id.   (111.  No.  4468,  April  13,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
id.   (111.  No.  4468,  Apr.  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  244. 
Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.    (Wis. 

Nov.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  4314,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  651. 
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id.   (111.  No.  2569,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.i916C,  103. 
id.  (X.  Y.  2d  Diet.  Case  No.  5027,  Jan.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  764. 
id.   (Neb.  Application  No.  2891,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1016. 
id.   (N.  H.  D-289,  Order  No.  486,  Dec.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
Union  Terminal  Warehouse  Co.,  Re    (Xll.  No.  4739,  March  24,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  923. 
Union  Traction  Co.,  Norton  v.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  274. 
Union   Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  App.  No.  2620,  Jan.   19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916C,  159. 
United  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  Nos.  1968,  1968,  Oct. 
15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.   (Case  No.  1968,  Oct.  15,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  621. 
id.   (Case  No.  1968,  Oct.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  625. 
id.  Electrical  Inspection  &  A.  Corp.  v.    (N.  Y.  Itt  Dist.)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1032. 
id.  Electrical  Inspection  &  Audit  Corp.  v.    (N.  Y.)    P.U.R.1916E, 

621. 
id.  Electrical  Inspection  &  Audit  Corp.  v.    (N.  Y.)    P.U.R.1916E, 
1072. 
United  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1628,  Dec.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

574. 
United  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  T-110,  May  11,   1916)    P.U.R. 
1916D,  792. 
id.   (Mich.  T-97,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  552. 
id.   (Mich.  T-110,  May  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  792. 
id.   (Mich.  D-899,  Nov.  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916C,  759. 
United  Public  Service  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2242,  Apr.  15,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  245. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1888,  Nov.  5,  1015)   P.U.R.1916F,  1054. 
United  R.  &  Electric  Ck>.,  Re  (Md.  Order  No.  2890,  Case  No.  1123,  June 
3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1078. 
id.   (Md.   Case  No.   676,   Order  No.   2566,   Dec.   16,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1099. 
id.   (Md.    Case   No.   676,   Order   No.   2545,   Dec.   4,   1915)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  1099. 
United  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  No.  1992,  Dec.  11,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  240. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  1992,  consolidated  in  Decision  No.  2967, 

Dec.  11,  1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
id.   (Cal.  Application  No.  2033,  Decision  No.  3036,  Jan.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3036,  Application  No.  2033,  Jan.  11,  1910) 
P.U.R.1916D,  235. 
United  Realty  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-339,  June  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  39. 
United  States,  Central  R.  Co.  v.   (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.)  P.U.R.1916E,  618. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.   R.   Co.    (U.   S.   Sup.   Ct.   237   U.   S.  410, 
413,  59  L.  ed.  1023,  1027,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  634)   P.U.R.1916B, 
1066. 
id.  Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  C.  C.  A.)  P.U.R.1916F,  957. 
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United  States,  LouisviUe  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.UJR.19ieE, 
669. 
id.  Louiflvaie  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Diat.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  477. 
id.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  478. 
id.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1065. 
id.  Merchants*  &  Mfrs.  Traffic  Asso.  v.    (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  977. 
id.  Merchants'  &  Mfrs.  Traffic  Asso.  v.   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)   P.UJR. 

1916F,  980. 
id.  O'Keefe  v.   (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)   P.U.R.1916E,  417. 
id.  O'Keefe  v.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct)  P.U.R.1916E,  805. 
id.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.   (U.  is.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  870. 
'       id.  PhUadelphia  k  R.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  P.U.R.1916E,  620 
United  States  Paper  Supply  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.    (111.  No. 

3968,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
United  States  Ref.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Dec  ll, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  358. 
United  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  2897,  Aug.  12,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  682. 
Universal  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  D-984,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F 

34. 
Upper  Sandusky,  Hardin-Wyandot  Lighting  Co.  v.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916F, 

936. 
Upper  Sandusky  Waterworks  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  853,  Oct.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.3916F,  1051. 
Urbana  &  C.  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  6543,  Oct.  18,  1916)   P.UJ^. 

1916F,  1042. 
Urbana  Packing  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  848, 

Aug.  4,  1916)  *P.U.R.1916F,  949. 
Urrutia  &  Co.,  Re    (Philippine,  Case  No.  790,  July  12,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1093. 
Utah  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-139,  Order  No.  358, 
June  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  921. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-131,  Order  No.  343,  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  921. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-132,  Order  No.  368,  July  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  921. 
id.   (Idaho,  No.  F-145,  Order  No.  370,  Aug.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

921. 
id.   (Idaho,  No.  F-150,  Order  No.  379,  Oct.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

921. 
id.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-161,  Order  No.  382,  Oct.  7,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  921. 

Vacuum  Oil  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6162,  Sept.  1, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  670. 
Valley  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Or.  F-453,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  80. 
Valley  Home  Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Mich.   D-«61,   July   12,   1916)    P.U.R 

1916F,  37. 
id.  Re  (Mich.  D-861,  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
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Valley  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Application  Nos.  2172  &  2173,  De- 
cision No.  3350,  May  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3350,  Application  No.  2172,  May  19,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916P,  20. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3104,  Application  No.  2018,  Feb.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3103,  App.  No.  2017,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 
751. 
Valley  Park,  St.  L.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  3823,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  422. 
Valley  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  App.  No.  1246,  Dec.  2844,  Oct.  25,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  571. 
Valley  Planing  Mill  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.    (Ark.  File' 
H.M.G-S-2,   Order   No.    B-113,   Nov.   6,    1915)    P.U.R.1916B, 
1066. 
Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission  (Or.  No.  14772,  July 

2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  293. 
Valley  Teleph.  Co.  and  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  698,  Dec. 

22,   1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
Vanburen,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2138,  March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  757. 
Van  Buren  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-98,  Dec.  31,  1915)  P.UJR. 
1916C,  158. 
id.   (Mich.  D-975,  Nov.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  480. 
V^an   Buren   Street,   Re    (Ariz.   Informal   Docket  No.   186,  March   28, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  6. 
Vancamp  Produce  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2025,  March  17, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4287,  Nov.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  420. 
id.   (111.  T-141,  Dec.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  ^59. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2031,  March  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  198. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2327,  June  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199, 
id.   (111.  No.  4979,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  75. 
id.   (III.  No.  4951,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1008. 
id.  V.  A.  &  C.  Stone  &  Lime  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2103,  March  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916D,  322. 
id.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  955. 
id.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.   (III.)   P.U.R.1916F,  956. 
id.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  983. 
id.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916P,  1102. 
id.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
id.  Lybrand  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
id.  McNutt  V.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916F,  949. 

id.  Southern  Coal,  Coke  &  Min.  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  320. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.    (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  360. 
id.  Vancamp  Produce  Co.  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Vandervoort  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3488,  Case  No. 
924,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1910F,  1008. 
id.  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.    (Cal.  Decision  No.  3488,  Case  No. 
924,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Van  Ostrand,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5349,  Jan.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
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Van  SantToord,  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  352. 
Van  Wermer,  Re   (Wis.  June  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  «24. 
Venice  of  America  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Deoiaion  No.  3067,  Application 
No.  1921,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1102. 
id.   (Cal.   Dec.   No.  3067,  App.   No.   1921,   Jan.  26,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  749. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3067,  Application  No.  1921,  Jan.  26,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  282. 
Venner  v.  New  York  a  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1916,  94  Misc.  671,  168  N.  Y. 

Snpp.  602)   P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
Ventnra  County  Power  Co.,  Brakey  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  198. 
id.  Brakey  t.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
id.  Faulkner  ▼.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916D,  198. 
id.  Faulkner  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  624. 
id.  Ftorfkner  r.   (CaL)  P.U.R.1916F,  1053. 
Ventura  Wharf  t  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3898,  Appli- 
cation No.  2259,  June  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  22. 
Veraguth,  Re   (Philippine,  Case  No.  690,  Feb.  12,  1916)   P.UJEt.l916D, 

416. 
Verdi  Lumber  Co.,  Jackman  v.  (Nev.)   P.UJ1.1916E,  958. 
Vermont  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.,  Re    (Vt.  No.  439,  Jan.  4,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916B,  553. 
id.  Fairfax  v.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916C,  561. 
Vernon  &  S.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4618,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1015. 
Vernon  County  Mill.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  Aug.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  950. 
Vernon  Hydro-Electric  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1968,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.U.R. 

191 6D,  201. 
Versailles  Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.   1390,  March   10,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  928. 
Vicksburg  v.  Vicksburg  Light  &  Traction  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4273,  Nov.  4, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  682. 

Vicksburg,  A.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2510,  Order  No.  1999,  May  23, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 

Vicksburg  Light  &  Traction  Co.,  Vicksburg  v.    (Miss.)    P.U.R.1916B, 

682. 
Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Ex  parte.  Order  No.  1984,  No.  2489, 
April  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
id.  Calhoun  v.   (La.)   P.U.R.1916B,  1050. 
id.  Ruston  v.   (La.)   P.U.R.1916E,  820. 
id.  Ruston  Creamery  Co.  v.   (La.)   P.U.R.1916D,  323. 
Victor  Preserving  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5215,  Sept. 

29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  670.        * 
Vigan  Garage  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  225,  June  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  914. 
id.   (Philippine,  Case  No.  225,  Dec.  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  940. 
id.    (Philippine,  Case  No.  225,  Dec.  18,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916F,  914. 
Village  Council,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  184,  Order  No.  337,  June  9,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  448. 
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Vinal  Haven,  The,  Re  (Me.  No.  A-161,  Dec.  28, 1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  939. 
Vinalhaven  &  R.  S.  S.  Co.,  Brown  v.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Vincent,  Re  (Ind.  Noe.  2444  &  2445,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  945. 
VirgeUe  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  506,  Dec.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1051. 
Virginia  v.  Chesapeake  k  0.  R.  Co.  (Va.  Case  No.  386,  June  6,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  88. 
Virginia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v.  CFlaherty  (Va.  1916,  118  Va.  749,  88  S.  E.  312) 

P.U.R.1916E,  476. 
Visalia  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal  Decision  No.  3531,  Application  No. 

2432,  July  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1036. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2950,  Application  No.  1982,  Dec.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Visayan   Electric  Co.,   Re    (Philippine,   Case  No.   574,  Dec.   2,   1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  768. 
Vulcan  Detinning  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.- 4T26,  April  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  197. 

Wabash-Pittsburg  Terminal   R.   Co.,  Berryhill  v.    (Pa.)    P.tT.R.1916D, 

348. 
Wabash   R.   Co.,  Re    (Mich.   X-4519,   May   7,   1915)    P.U.R.1916A,  24. 
id.   (111.  T-129,  Nov.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  T-180,  March  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  319. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5671,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
id.   (III.  T-130,  Nov.  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  314. 
id.   (111.  No.  4442,  Dec.  2,  1915)    P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.   (HI.  No.  L-1124,  Nov.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  934. 
id.   (111.  No,  4361,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.  V.  Bloomington,  P.  &  J.  Electric  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  53,  Box  8, 

Feb.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  91. 
id.  Castleman  Bros.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1066. 
id.  Castleman  Bros.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  197. 
id.  Chicago-Springfield  Coal  Co.  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916D,  360. 
id.  Chicago-Springfield  Coal  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
id.  Freemon  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.IOIOB,  1060. 
id.  Smith  v.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  92. 

id.  SUte  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  984. 
Wakarusa  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2019,  Jan.  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B, 

551. 
Waken  k  McLaughlin,  Re  (111.  5418-J,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
Walbridge,  Re   (N.  H.  D-282,  Order  No.  481,  Nov.  18,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  843. 
Walden,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2776,  Apr.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  68. 
Walden  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.^  No.  T.  &  T.  109,  Oct.  1,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916C,  159. 
Waldron  &  Son  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  84,  Aug.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1028. 
Walker  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4864,  Sept.  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  426. 
Walker  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-5975,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  21. 
Walla  Walla  Irrig  Co.,  Day  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
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Walsh  V.  Chicago,  M,  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1074.      , 
Walter,  Re   (D.  C.  Order  No.  186,  P.  U.  C.  No.  2088,  Aug.  2,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  912.* 
Walton,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  345,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
Wampum  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.   Co.    (Pa.   Complaint  Docket  No. 

384-1,  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
Wanakah  Gas  Corp.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5132,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  697. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5132,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916A, 

540. 
Wanatah  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Indiana,  No.  1899,  Nov.  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916A,  478. 
Wapakoneta  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  878,  June  29,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  305. 
Ward,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5614,  July  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F. 

914. 
id.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.    (Ky.  1916,  —  Ky.  — ,  183  S.  W. 

211)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
Warren,  Quanah,  A.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)  P.U.R.1916E,  669. 
Warren  &  J.  St.  R.  Co.,  Amidon  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  998. 
Warren  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4721,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

24. 
Warren  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-1041,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  36. 
Warsaw  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  .Pavilion  Natural  Gas  Co.    (N.  Y.  2d  Dist. 

Case  No.  4565,  Oct.  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1007. 
Warsaw  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4874,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  697. 
Washburn  Heat,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4010,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  695. 
id.  (111.  No.  4011,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.UJEt.l916C,  662. 
id.   (111.  No.  4013,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  562. 
Washed  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  CJo.   (Minn.  March  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  324. 
Washington  v.  Lake  Erie  &,  W.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1681,  Jan.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  64. 
Washington  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  Order  No.  176,  P.  U.  C.  No. 

1888/4,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  241. 
id.   (Md.  Case  No.   1049,  Order  No.  2699,  Feb.  23,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916D,  247. 
id.   (Md.  Case  No.   1049,  Order  No.  2699,  Feb.  23,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  274. 
id.   (D.  C.  Order  No.  176,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1888/4,  Feb.   19,   1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
id.   (Md.  Case  No.   1049,  Order  No.  2699,  Feb.  23,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  930. 
Washington  Missionary  College,  Re   (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1740,  Order 

No.  174,  Dec.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  693. 
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Washington  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction  Light 

&  P.  Co.   (Wash.  Xo.  4017,  June  26,  1916)  P^U.R.1916F,  1083 
id.  V.  Seattle,  R.  &  S.  R.  Co.    (Wash.  No.  1953,  June  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
Washington  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Xi.  883,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

47. 
Waterbury  &  M.  Tramway  Co.,  Re   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1899,  April  26, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 
Waterbury  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Vt.  No.  459,  March  30,^  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  271. 
Watertown  Transp.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6459,  April  18, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  913. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5585,  June  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  43. 
Waterville,  F.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  R.  R.  187,  Aug.  23,  1916)   P.U.R, 

1916F,  1099. 
Waterworks  Co.,  Re   (Indiana,  Nov.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A,  478. 
Watson  &  Watson,  v.  Manila  Gas  Corp.  (Philippine,  Case  No.  118,  Oct. 

26  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  701. 
Waukegan  &  W.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4316,  Dec.  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  697. 
Waupaca,  Re  (Wis.  Nov.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  824. 
Wausau  Street  R.  Co.,  Fullmer  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Waverly,  Re  (Fla.  Order  No.  482,  File  No.  3272,  AprU  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  819. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  301, 

June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  97. 
Waverly,  S.  &  A.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5115,  Sept.  1,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916B,  550. 
id.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6394,  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.UJR.1916E,  276. 
Waxahachie  v.   Missouri,  K.  &  T.   R.   Co.    (1916,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 

•— ,  183  S.  W.  61)  P.U.R.1916E,  98. 
Wayne,  Re  (Mich.  X-6186,  Feb.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  94. 
Webster  County,  Central  Li^it  &  P.  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 

id.  Dayton  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 
Wedum  Lumber  Co,  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.    (Mont.  Docket  No.  621, 

Report  and  Order  No.  163,  June  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  416, 
Weiland  v.  Louisiana  R.  ^  Nav.  Co.   (La.  No.  2482,  Order  No.  1971, 

Feb.  15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  64. 
Weiser  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-110,  Order  No.  302,  Dec 

10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B.  697. 
Wekh  Bros.  Maple  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  No.  438,  Oct.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A, 

23. 
Wellington  Commercial  Club  v.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Case  No. 

48,  April  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
id.  T.  Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.    (Colo.  Case  No.  48,  April   8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  818. 
WeUs  F.  &  Co.,  Re   (Nev.  Case  No.  346,  Jan.  13/  1916)   P.U.R,1916C, 

546. 
id.   (La.  No.  1516,  Order  No.  2004,  May  24,^1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

909. 
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Wells  F.  &  Ca,  Re  (Or.  F-458,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  77,  Feb.  29,  1916) 
P.U.R.191BF,  1000. 
id.  Bardonia  v.  (X.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1059. 
id.  Montague  Creamery  v.   (Cal.)   P.UJ1.1916C,  545. 
id.  Plancich  Co.  v.   (Or.)   P.U.R.1916F,  952. 
Wells  Fargo  Exp.  Co.,  Englewood  Dairy  Co.  v.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
WellsviUe,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  El-7,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
Wellsville  &  B.  R.  Corp.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5399,  May  18, 
1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  42. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5371,  Feb.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  932 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5806,  Jan.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
Wenatehee  Valley  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Wash.  No.  4060,  April  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  352. 
Wendell,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  190,  Order  No.  362,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  1022. 
Werner  Sawmill  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.   (Mo.  App.  1916, 

•     —  Mo.  App.  — ,  186  S.  W.  1118)  P.UJR.1916F,  150. 
Wertz  k  Co.  v.  Chicago,  T.  H.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1538,  Dec.  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  673. 

Westboro  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  Aug.  14, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 

Westchester  Laghting  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  G-5,  May  1,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1004. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  El-11,  March  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  325. 
Westchester  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5642,  Sept.  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 
Westcott  Exp.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6091,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1000. 
West  End  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.  P.  S.  C. 

1266,  Apr.  6,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D,  248. 
Westerly  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  234,  Dec.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 
104. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  241,  Dec.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  233,  Dec.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  202. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  300,  Sept.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 
Western  Classification  Committee,  Re  (Ark.  File  HM(3-W-33,  Order  No. 
B-129,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  309. 
id.   (Ark.  File  HMG-W-33,  Order  No.  B-118,  Oct.  5,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  308. 
Western  Demurrage  &  Storage  Bureau,  Re  (Iowa,  Docket  D-752,  April 
7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  286. 
id.   (La.  Order  No.  1991,  No.  2501,  Apr.  27,  1916)    P.U.R.1916D, 
286. 
Western  Illinois  Teleph.  (Do.,  Re   (111.  No.  4504,  May  31,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  277. 
Western  New  York  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Pa.  App.  Docket  No.  127,  Oct. 
20,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  937. 
id.  (Pa.    1915,    Application    Docket    No.    127,    October    20,    1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  65. 
id.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5469,  March  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  273. 
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Western  New  York  &  P.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.  No.  6993, 

May  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1010. 
id.   (N.  Y.  2d  DlBt.  Case  Ng.  4820,  Dec.  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1916C, 

763. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6716,  Oct.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  337. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6790,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  342. 
Western  New  York  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  6471, 

June  13,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  43. 
Western   Passenger   Asso.,   Re    (Neb.   Application   No.   2714,   Apr.   15, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  306. 
Western  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3442,  Case  No.  214-G,  June 

19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  619. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2993,  App.  No.  2010,  Dec.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1063. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3249,  Application  No.  2186,  April  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  18. 
Western  Springs  v.  Western  United  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (111.  No.  4276,  Jan. 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Western  Trunk  Lines,  Re  (111.  T-146,  Dec.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  316. 
id.   (111.  T-124,  Nov.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  313. 
id.   (111.  T-120,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  311. 
id.   (S.  D.  Order  F-141,  March  14,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  S49. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (La.  Order  No.  1987,  No.  2497,  AprU  27, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  354. 
id.  (La.  Order  No.  1963,  No.  2439,  Jan.  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

354. 
id.   (111.  No.  4419,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  963. 
id.   (111.  E-501,  July  28,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  972. 
id.   (Colo.  Case  No.  30,  Nov.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  2900,  Application  No.  1885,  Nov.  13,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  364. 
id.  Tucker  v.   (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  Sp.  T.)   P.U.R.1916F,  361. 
id.  Tucker  v.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Western  United  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6106,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  924. 
id.  (lU.  No.  5502,  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  968. 
id.   (111.  No.  4745,  Apr.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1054. 
id.   (111.  No.  5220,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  27. 
id.   (111.  No.  5229,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  26. 
id.   (111.  No.  4850,  Apr.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  244. 
id.   (111.  No.  4452,  Dec.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  672. 
id.   (111.  No.  4454,  Jan.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  573. 
id.   (111.  No.  4451,  Dec.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916C,  753. 
id.  Western  Springs  v.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1060. 
Westfall  V.  San  Carlos  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  284,  Feb 

11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  195. 
id.  V.  San  Carlos  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.    (Cal.  Docket  No.  284,  Feb. 

11,  1016)   P.U.R.1916D,  415. 
id.  V.  San  Carlos  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  284,  Feb. 

11,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
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West  Falls  ▼.  Buffalo,  R.  4  P.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Caae  No.  4942,  July  26, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
West  Hartford,  Re   (Conn.  Docket  No.  1782,  Jan.  25^  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  91. 
West  Jeffer8<m   Home  Teleph.   Co.   and   Central   U.  Teleph.   Co^   Re 

(Ohio,  No.  586,  Aug.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  751. 
West  Jersey  &  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  827. 
West  Lebanon  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  2411,  July  21,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  31. 
Westport  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co,    (Wis.  Dec.  30,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916B,  422. 
West  Riverside  Canal  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3507,  Application  No. 

2399,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1035. 
West  Rutland  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (Vermont,  No.  496,  Dec  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916A,  1102. 
West  Sacramento  Electric,  Re  (Cal.  Dee.  No.  2794,  App.  No.  1886,  Sept. 

30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  650. 
West  Salem  Ice  t  Light  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4369,  Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  696. 
West  San  Joaquin  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Application  No.  1854, 
Dec.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
id.  Los  Banos  v.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1916D,  175. 
id.  Los  Banos  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1021. 
id.  Los  Banos  v.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1029. 
id.  Los  Banos  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1073. 
West  Short  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6926,  April  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1020. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6901,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
id.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  No.  6183,  Aug.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1011. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6704,  Oct.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6744,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  338. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6706,  Oct.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6698,  Oct.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  364. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6906,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  365. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6713,  Oct.  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5890,  March  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  346. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6881,  March  24,  1916)  P.UJi.l916D,  346. 
id.  (N.  Y.  6873,  March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  345. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6769,  Dec.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  341. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6797,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  340. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  5748,  Dec.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6702,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  336. 
id.   (N.  Y.  No.  6678,  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  334. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  6700,  Oct.  18,  1915)  P.UJEtl916D,  335. 
id.  (N.  Y.  No.  5657,  Sept.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  333. 
West  Shore  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3877,  Dec.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

573. 
West  Shore  Transit  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1810,  Order  No.  175,  Dec. 
22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  693. 


JPor  Table  of  Cases  Digested,  see  ante,  pp.  571— <704. 

P.U.R.1916  Dig.— 51.  .^ 


Digitized  by 


GooglQ 


802  GASES  ABSTRACTEI). 

West  Side  Wwrehonse  Co^  Be  (lU.  No.  5418-H,  Oct.  5,  1916)  P.U.K. 

1916P,  1020. 
West  Terre  Haute,  West  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  t.  (Ind.)  P.UJL 

1916D,  176. 
West  Terre  Haute  Waterworks  Co.  v.  West  Terre  Haute  (Ind.  No.  1666, 

Feb.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  176. 
West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  ▼.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist. 

Case  No.  4893,  Jan.  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  008. 
id.  T.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  4898,  Jan.  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1033. 
Wexford  Twp.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6096,  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.UJ1.1016B,  421. 
Wheeler,  Re  <  Idaho,  Ose  No.  F-127,  Order  No.  339,  AprU  13,  1016) 

P.U.R.1916F,  920. 
Wheeler  Ashcraft  v.  Grand  Rapids  &  Indiana  {Ind.  No.  1976,  Jan.  14, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  424. 
Wheeling  t.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (UL  No.  3688, 

March  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  866. 
Whippany  Sand  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Jan.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  330. 
White  &  Crowell,  Re   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3273,  Application  No.  2114, 

April  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1019. 
White  Bluff  v.  N.  0.  G.  N.  R.  R.  Co.  (Miss.  No.  4297,  Jan.  4, 1916)  P.UJL 

191 6B,  1066. 
Whitefiefd  &  J.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-81,  Dec,  7,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B, 

843. 
White  Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  I>-303,  Dec.  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  157. 
Whitesboro,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5377,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1916F,  991. 
Whitesell  v.  Donaldson  Teleph,  Ck).  (Ind.  No.  1077,  Dec  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  288. 
Whitney  v.  Yantacaw  Water  Co.    (N.  J.  Dec.  7,  1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1092. 
Whittier,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3216,  Application  No.  2106,  March  30, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1916D,  240. 
id.   (Cal.  Decision  No.  3216,  Application  No.  2106,  March  30,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  268. 
Whittier  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Ck).,  Montehello  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  290. 
Whittier  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  3048,  App.  No.  2030,  Jan.  19, 

1916)   P.U,R.1916C,  749. 
id.   {OeH.  Decision  No.  3316,  Application  No.  2190,  May  8,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  918. 
Whitton,  Wiatt  v.   (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1088. 
Wiatt  V.  Whitton  (Ariz.  Informal  Docket  No.  203,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R, 

1916F,  1088. 
Wicher  v.  Owyhee  Farms  Co.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  183,  Order  No.  3.15,  June 

6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
Wichita,  Desser  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  7. 
id.  Desser  v.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916D,  8. 
id.  Wichita  Water  Co.  v.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.)  P.U.R.IOIOF,  1024. 
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WidiiU  Falls  A  K.  W.  R.  Co.,  Bower  v.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916F,  959. 

id.  Green  v.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  959. 
Wichita  Water  Co  v.  Wichita  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  234  Fed.  415)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  947. 
id.  V.  Wichita  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  234  Fed.  415)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1024. 
Wickes  T.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  525,  Report  &  Order 
No.  157,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
id.  T.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Mont.  Docket  No.  525,  Report  & 
Order  No.  157,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
Wildermuth,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2017,  March  17,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916E,  203. 
Wildwood  Dock  &  Transfer  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-1058,  Oct.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1045. 
Wildwood  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Jan.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1004. 
Wiley,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5621,  Sept.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
914. 
id.  (lU.  No.  4234,  Nov.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  551. 
Wilkin-Hale  State  Bank,  Re   (Okla.  Cause  No.  2411,  Order  No.  1018, 

Feb.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  200. 
Willamette  Valley   Southern  R.   Co.,   Oswald   v.    (Or.)    P.U.R.19i6F, 

1074. 
Williams  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Ne^n'  Mexico,  Cause  No.  13, 

Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  22. 
Williams  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  694,  Jan.  31,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  279. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  695,  Jan.  31,  1916  j  P.U.R.1916C,  765. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  693,  Jan.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  553. 
Williamson  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &,  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Dec.  22, 

1915)  ■p.U.R.1916F,  993. 
Williamsville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  5440,  Sept.  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  1040. 
id.   (111.  No.  5440,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  044. 
id.   (111.  No.  5440,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.U.RJ916F,  927. 
Williams  Water  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Oal.  Dec.  No.  2978,  App.  No.  1869, 

Dec.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  747. 
WilUs  V.  Ft.  Smith   (Ark.  1916,  —  Ark.  —,  182  S.  W.  275)   P.U.R. 
1916D,  8. 
id.  V.  Ft.  Smith  (Ark.  1916,  —  Ark.  — ,  182  S.  W.  275)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  7. 
id.  V.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.  No.  1627,  Dec. 
27,  1915)  P.U.R.191GF,  1083. 
Willowbrook  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Decision  No.  3470,  Application  No. 

2355,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  23 
Willson  &  E.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5294,  Nov.  17, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916B,  671. 
Wilmington  Transp.  Co.,  Miller  &  Donaldson  v.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916F, 
1030. 
idv  MiUer  &  Donaldson  v.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F.  1012. 
Wilson,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5289,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  4. 
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Wilson  y.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.   {Ttu  Complaint  Docket  No.  384-^, 
March  35,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
id.  V.  Kansas  City  Sonthern  R.  Co.  (Okla.  Order  No.  990,  Case  No. 

2350,  Nov.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054. 
id.  V.  Montour  R.  Co.    (Pa.  Complaint  Docket  No.  384-2,  March 

15,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  348. 
id.  Scranton  R.  Co.  t.  (Pa.)  P.UJR.19ieD,  26. 
id.  Wilson   Co.  t.   Minneapolis,   St.   P.  &   Ste.  M.  R.   Co.    (Wis. 
Nov.  22,  1915)  P.U.R,1916B,  074. 
Wilson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  77,  July  il,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916r,  1028. 
Wilton  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  U-603,  Jan.  21.  1.916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  240. 
Wilton  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-80,  Dec  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  575. 
Wiltse,  Re  (Mich.  No.  6330,  May  4,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  77. 
Winamac,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1600,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1910D,  202. 
Winneconne  Heat,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  May  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

327. 
Winnepesaukee  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-302,  Dec  17,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916C,  167. 
Winneshiek  Ck)unty,  Interstate  Poller  Co.  v.  (Iow«.)  P.U.R.1916B,  692. 
Winn  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-948,  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.UJE1.1916C,  760. 
Winship,  Re  (Ind.  Nos.  2088  &  2225,  April  7,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  278. 
Winslow  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Ariz.  Docket  No.  189,  Nov.  6,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916B,  571. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  1,  March  29,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  917. 
Winslow  Gaslight  &  Heat  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  340,  May  13,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  18. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  319,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  917. 
id.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  340,  May  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1000. 
Winston-Salem  South-Bound  R.  Co.,  North  Carolina  Corp.  (Ik>mmissioR 

V.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916E,  478. 
Winthrop  v.  Fellows  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  230  Fed.  702)  P.U.R.1916P, 
950. 
id.  V.  Fellows  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1915,  230  Fed.  702)   P.U.R.1916P, 

977. 
id.  V.  Fellows   (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  1916,  230  Fed.  702)   P.U.R.1916F, 
977. 
Winthrop  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  U-101,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

104. 
Wiscaaset  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-123,  May  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  32. 
Wisconsin  Electric  R.  Co.,  Noirot  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1084. 
Wisconsin  Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  949. 
Wisconsin  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  March  15,  1916)  P.U.R.19160^ 
598. 
id.  Basten  v.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
id.  Nelson  v.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  683. 
Wisconsin  River  Paper  &  P.  Co.  v.  Green  Bay  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Nov. 
26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  674. 
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Wisconsin  B.  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  La  Croaiw  t.  (Ws.)  P.UJLIQI^F,  1086. 
Wiscsonsin  Teleph.  Ck).,  Re  (Wis.  April  25,  1916)  P.U.R.19ieE,  242. 
id.   (Wis.  Nov.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B.  844. 
id.   (Wis.  Jan.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  843. 
Wisconsin  Traction,  Light.  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Neenah  (Wis.  Dec.  30, 1915) 

1016F,  9ia. 
Wisconsin  Valley  Improv.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  July  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1024. 
Wishart,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5656,  June  «,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

934. 
Wittholt  Bros.  ▼.  Oicago,  E   &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-1824,  Oct 

20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1069. 
Wokott,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5632,  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

914. 
Wolfley  V.  Shuemaker  (Kan.  App.  1896,  4  Kan.  App.  38,  46  Pae.  792) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  1065. 
Wolf  Point  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket 

No.  514,  Report  &  Order  No.  152,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

1052. 
Wolverine  Oil  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No*.  2459,  2461,  2462,  Order  No. 

1076,  Aug.  12,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  976. 
id.  (Okla.  Order  No.  1037,  Cause  No.  2466,  April  12,  1916)  P.U.R 

1916F,  976. 
Wood,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.  Case  No.  5603,  Aug.  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

946. 
id.  V.  Millville  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  1916,  —  N.  J.  — ,  98  Atl.  267) 

P.U.R.1916F,  948. 
Woodbridge  Twp.  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Apr.  18,  1016)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  306. 
Woodbury  County,  Sloan  Service  Ck).  v.  (Iowa)  P.UJt.l916B,  693. 
Woodhaven  Gaslight  Co.,  Schwarz  v.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.K.1916D,  851. 
Woodsworth  &  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No. 

275,  June  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  620. 
Woodward  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3468,  Feb.  2,  1916)    P.U.R. 

W16E,  865. 
Woodworth  &  L.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  Order  No.  1985,  No.  2485,  April  26, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  352. 
Worcester  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Massachusetts  P.  S.  C.  787,  Nov. 

16,  1915)  P.U.R,1916A,  478. 
Worcester  Electric  Co.,  Re  (M«ss.  July  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 
Worcester  Salt  Co.  v.  Fonda,  J.  &  G.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  6238,  Oct 

7,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  670. 
Worth  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Ck).   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5318,  Nov.  30,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1916B,  671. 
Worth-Huskey  Coal  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  I.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  2285, 

June  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  199. 
Worum,  Mayview  Farmers'  Union  No.  4  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
id.  Mayview  Farmers'  Union  No.  4  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
id.  Mayview  Farmers'  Union  No.  4  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1034. 
id.  Mayview  Farmers'  Union  No.  4  v.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1020. 
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Womm,  Mayriew  Farmers'  Union  No.  4  v.  (Wagh.)  P.U.R.llHeF,  960. 
Wright  ft  Dickey  v.  Coshocton  Coniity  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  616,  Jan. 

4,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  289. 
Wright  &  F.  Counties,  Iowa  Falls  Electric  Co.  v.  (Iowa)  P.U.IL1916F. 

929. 
Wright  Bros.  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  6203,  July  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  967. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  4332,  Nor.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  661. 
id.  (111.  Supplemental  Order  No.  4382,  Dec.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.19160, 
562. 
Wright  County,  Northern  Iowa  (Jas  ft  E   Co.  t.  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1916F, 

930. 
Wright's  Station  v.  DeUware  ft  H.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  5273,  F^.  8, 

1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  867. 
Wurdack,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  845,  May  29,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F,  46. 
Wyandotte  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6671,  Feb.  29,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  96. 
WynantskiU  Hydro-ElecMc  Co.,  Goldstein  v.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)   P.UJl. 
1916F,  1068. 
id.  Green  ▼.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1058. 
id.  Smith  v.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
Wyoming,  Re  (Mich.  X-6006,  Dec.  7,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  422. 

Y.  ft  M.  V.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Miss.  No.  4278,  Nov.  3,  1915)  P.UJR.1916D, 
1061. 
id.   (Miss.  No.  4306,  Feb.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1916B,  740. 
id.  Centerville  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1056. 
Yamhill  Electric  CJo.,  Re  (Or.  U-F-170,  P.  S.  C.  Order  No.  108,  July  19, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  912. 
Yangco,  Director  of  Posts  v.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Yantacaw  Water  Co.,  Delaware  Dist.  No.  2  v.   (N.  J.)    P.U.R.1916C, 
418. 
id.  Whitney  v.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Yap-Tico  ft  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  773,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1013. 
Yazoo  ft  M.  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Miss.  Ex  parte  No.  4314,  April  14,  1916) 
P.U.R.1936E,  867. 
id.   (Miss.  Sept.  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  325. 
id.  (La.  Order  No.  2053,  No.  2573,  Oct.  17,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1066. 
id.  Charleston  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916E,  821. 
id.  CJharleston  v.  (Miss.)  P.U.R.1916F,  990. 
id.  Home  Park  v.   (Miss.)   P.U.R  1916E,  820. 
id.  Railroad  Commission  v.  (La.)   P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
Ynchausti  ft  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  Case  No.  769,  April  8,  1916)  P.UJEl. 
1916F,  1093. 
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